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WILLIAMS  V.  LOMAS.  March  22. 

^I^HE  testator  devised  some  real  estate  to  Lomas  and  A,  B.  was 

■^    Wood,  for  500  years,  upon  trust  to  raise  2,400/.,  ,^,"^^^  ^^'' 

and  place  it  "  upon  government  or  real  secunty,'  and  fond,  with  a 

pay  the  interest  to  Sarah  Benton  for  life ;  and,  after  general  pow- 

her  decease,  to  pay  the  principal  to  such  persons,  &c.,  -^    will  and 

as  she,  Sarah  Benton,  should  hy  will  appoint ;  and  in  in  default,  it 

default,  amongst  her  children.  ^^th^  R^n 

tiff.    A,B, 

The  testator  died  in  1822,  and  in  1828  the  trustees  ordered  the 

raised   the   2,400/. ;    but   instead   of  investing   it,   as  p^y  over  the 

directed  by  the  will,  they  allowed  it  to  be  received  by  ftind  to  her 

Sarah  Bent^m  and  her   two   children   (the   Plaintiff,  n'^tv'^a^d^l^ 

Anne  Williams,  the  wife  of  Robert  Williams,  and  John  afterwards 

BetUon).     By  an  indenture  dated  22nd  of  May  1828,  ^[^'°^*^^^^^^ 

Sarah  Benton,  John  Benton,  and  the  Plaintiff  and  her  Plaintiff  and 

husband,  so  far  as   they  were   competent   to  do  so,  others,  who 

^  ^  ,!  filed  a  bill  to 

released  ^^^  ^^ 

trustees  liable  for  a  breach  of  trust.     Held,  that  hy  the  appointment,  the  fund 
became  aasets  for  answering  A.  B,^8  liabilities,  of  which  the  indemnity  was  one, 
and  that,  therefore,  the  trustees  were  not  liable. 
TOL-   XVI.  B 
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released  Lomas  and  Wood  from  the  2,400/.,  and  all 
actions  and  accounts  thereof,  and  they  covenanted  to 
indemnify  them.  And  Sat  ah  Benton  covenanted  with 
the  trustees,  that  her  testamentary  power,  and  all 
applications  to  be  made  by  her,  should  stand  as  an 
indemnification  to  them. 

Sarah  Benton  died  in  March  1850,  having,  by  her 
will  dated  in  January  1850,  appointed  the  2,400/.  as 
to  a  moiety  in  favour  of  her  daughter,  the  Plaintiff, 
for  her  separate  use  for  life ;  and  as  to  the  residue  in 
trust,  for  the  wife  and  children  of  John  Benton, 

By  this  bill  the  Plaintiff  insisted,  that  she  was  not 
bound  by  the  deed  of  1828,  executed  by  her  during 
coverture ;  and  prayed  a  declaration,  that  the  trustees 
had  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust  in  not  investing 
the  2,400/.  according  to  the  directions  of  the  testator's 
will,  and  seeking  to  fix  them  with  that  sum  and 
interest. 

The  trustees  insisted  on  the  benefit  of  the  deed  of 
1828. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  F.  71  White,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Keene,  for  the  Plaintiff^s  husband. 

Mr.  jB.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Preeling,  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Drewry,  for  the  assignees  of  John  Bentoti, 

Mr.  Goodeve  and  Mr.  Smythe,  for  incumbrancers. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  manifest,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  any 
decree  respecting  the  2,400/.     The  state  of  the  case  is 
this : — A  lady,  who  was  a  single  woman,  was  tenant  for 
life  of  a  ftmd,  and  had  a  testamentary  power  of  appoint- 
ment 
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ment  oyer  it.     She  induced  the  trustees  to  advance 
money  to  her  and  her  children  upon  an  indemnity. 

If  she  had  died  without  executing  the  power  of  ap- 
pointment^ the  fund  would  have  gone  to  her  children 
as  in  default  of  appointment^  and  the  money  advanced 
would  have  constituted  a  mere  debt  against  her  general 
personal  estate.  But  Jenney  v.  Andrews  (a),  which  has 
been  followed  by  other  authorities  (J),  decides  this: — 
that  where  a  person  having  a  general  power  of  appoint- 
ment by  will  makes  an  appointment,  the  appointee  is 
a  trustee  for  the  creditors,  and  the  appointed  fund  is 
applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  donee  of 
the  power.  The  question  therefore  is,  whether  the  fund 
is  not  applicable  to  the  payment  of  her  debts. 

It  is  admitted  that  she  received  the  2,400/.,  and  that 
she  has  covenanted  to  make  this  sum  applicable  for  the 
purpose  of  indemnifying  the  trustees.  She  has  executed 
the  power  in  favour  of  other  persons ;  the  fund  would 
therefore  be  assets  for  the  payment  of  her  debts  and 
liabilities,  and  this  is  one  of  them. 

If  the  testatrix  had  other  property,  this  question 
might  be  raised :  it  might  be  said,  that  these  appointees 
were  in  the  position  of  specific  legatees  of  the  appointed 
fund,  and  that,  as  the  debts  ought  to  be  thrown  on  her 
general  assets,  the  plain  tiff  is  entitled  to  be  recompensed 
out  of  the  general  assets.  This,  however,  is  not  a  suit  for 
the  administration  of  the  estate  of  Mrs.  Benton ;  and 
without  saying  what  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiff  may 
be,  I  wish  the  present  decree  to  be  made  without 
prejudice  to  any  case  which  she  may  make  against  the 
general  estate  of  Sarah  Bentan. 


1852. 


(a)  6  Madd.  2^)4.  edition,  29 ;  and   1  Sugden  on 

{b)  2  Siigden  on  Powers.  0th      Powers,  6th  ed.  123. 

b2 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1862. 


March  25.  NEWMAN  V.  WHITE. 

A  Defendant  ^I^HE  Defendant  obtained  three  weeks'  time  to  plead, 

^^t  f  answer,  or  demur,  not  demurring  alone.     At  the 

six  weeks'       expiration  of  that  time,  he  took  out  a  warrant  under- 

"fiirthertime  .^mtten   "for   six   weeks'   further    time    to    answer." 

to  answer. 

The  Plain-      Th®  PlaintiflF's  solicitors  indorsed  the  warrant  as  fol- 

tiflf's solicitors  lows: — "We  consent  to  fourteen  days."     The  order 

"  we  consent  ^^'  ^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  March  1852,  drawn  up,  allowing 

to  fourteen  the   Defendant  fourteen  days  "to  plead,  answer,  or 

days."  The  Jemur,  not  demurring  alone."     On  the  12th  of  Marchy 

drawn  up,  the  Defendant  put  in  a  plea  to  the  whole  bill,  stating 

gave  the  time  that  the  Plaintiflf  had,  in  1827,  taken  the  benefit  of 

swer  or  de-  ^^®  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act. 
mur,  not 

emumi^  It  was  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  that 

Defendant  the  plea  might  be  taken  off  the  file,  and  that  the  order 

having  put      ^f  ^j^g  Master  mi&:ht  be  varied  or  discharged  as  to  the 
in  a  plea  of  .  . 

the  Plain-       liberty  thereby  given  to  plead  or  demur,  not  demurring 

tiflTs  insol-       alone. 

vency,  it  was 

ordered  to  be 

taken  off  the        Mr.   jB.   Palmer,  in   support   of  the   motion,   cited 

^tT^^dthe  ^^^^^^  ^-  P^r*^'^  («)>  Chambers  v.  HoweU  (b), 
order  was 

varied  so  as         Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Faber,  contrd,  cited  Hunter 

to  limit  it  to 

time  to  an-      v.  Nockolds  (c). 

swer  only. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  varied  the  order  of  the 

Master  by  confining  it  to  the  leave  to  answer  only, 

and  ordered  the  plea  to  be  taken  off  the  file,  with  costs. 

(a)  1  Y.  4-  Col  (C.  C.)  278.  (c)  2  PhilUps,  540. 

\h)  12  Beavan,  563. 
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Re  BARNARD.  March  2^, 

April  2. 

IN   this  case,   the   same   question   arose   as   in   Re  Held,  by  the 
n^^*,^  f^\  Master  of 

that,  after 
Mr.  WethereU  presented  a  special  petition  for  the  taxa-  judgment  by 

lion  of  three  bills  of  costs  of  his  solicitor,  Mr.  Barnard,  default,  in  an 

action  of  debt 
for  business  at  law  and  in  equity.     Two  of  these  bills  for  a  solici- 

had  been  delivered  more  than  twelve  months,  and  the  ^^^^  ^i^»  i^ 
third,  amounting  to  780/.,  had  been  delivered  within  aniQ,ujt  had 
the  year.  not  been  as- 

certained, 

In  Natember  1851,  the  solicitor  had  commenced  an  ^^„  v   ^^ 
'  may  be  or- 

action  of  debt,  in  the  Common  Pleas,  for  the  recovery  dered,  upon 

of  the  amount  of  his  three  bills.     An  order  had  been  «^^en<; 

"  special  cir- 
made  by  Mr.  Justice  Taifourd  to  tax  them  upon  terms,  cumstances." 

Various  proceedings  had  taken  place  in  the  action ;  but  ^^*  *^®1^  ^^ 

ultimately,  the   Defendant  having  withdrawn  all  his  Lord  CvJn- 

pleas,  the  Plaintiff  signed  judgment  by  default,  and  w&rth,  that 

assimied  exoneration.  ~^  ^ 

be  no  taxa- 
tion under 
The  Defendant  afterwards  applied  to  the  Common  the  statute 

Pleas  to  obtain  a  taxation  of  the  bills ;  but  the  applica-  ^^  ^^ 

judgment ; 
tion  was   refused   by  Mr.  Justice    Talfourdy   on   the  Lord  Justice 

ground  that  this  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  order  ^nightBruce 

however  ex- 
a   taxation  after   final  judgment.     Other   subsequent  pressini?'no 

applications  to  mitigate  the  severity  of  the  judgment  opinion  on 

were  likewise  refiised.  ti\T 

Mr.   condly,  by 
(a)  15  Beavan,  254.  Lord  Cran- 

worthj  that 
no  order  can  be  made'  for  taxation,  after  such  an  order  has  been  refused,  by  a 
Court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction. 
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1852.  Mr.    Wetherell  then  presented  a  special  petition  to 

j^^  this  Court  for  the  taxation  of  the  bills,  alleging  both 

Babnard.     excessive  and  improper  charges,  and  objecting  to  some 
items  of  fees  to  coimsel,  which  had  never  been  paid. 

Mr.  Lovell,  in  support  of  the  petition,  argued,  that 
after  verdict  and  writ  of  inquiry,  there  might  be  a 
taxation  on  showing  "  special  circumstances,*'  and  that 
here  the  facts  proved  amounted  to  sufficient  "  special 
circumstances"  (6  &  7  Vict  c,  73,  8.  37) ;  that  if  after 
the  verdict  of  a  jury,  ascertaining  the  amoimt  due, 
there  could  be  a  taxation,  it  would  be  absurd  to  pre- 
clude taxation,  when,  under  the  proceedings,  the 
amount  due  had  in  no  way  been  determined. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Prior,  contrhy  argued,  first,  that 
taxation  was  altogether  precluded  by  the  final  judg- 
ment; and,  secondly,  that  the  proceedings  at  law 
refusing  taxation  after  judgment  were  conclusive,  and 
could  not  be  reversed  by  this  Court  (a). 

Mr.  Loveliy  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  his  impression  was, 
that  a  judgment  by  default  in  an  action  brought  in 
such  a  form  that  the  amount  due  could  not  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  writ  of  inquiry,  would  not  preclude  a 
taxation,  provided  the  Court  saw  that  there  were 
sufficient  "  special  circumstances"  to  entitle  the  client 
to  such  an  order;  and  that  he  would,  therefore,  con- 
sider, whether  there  were  any  such  circumstances. 


April  2.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  expressed  my  opinion,  that  the  fact  of  obtaining  a 

judgment  by  default,  where  there  was  no  verdict  or 

writ 
(rt)  See  Jones  v.  James,  2  Keen,  186. 
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writ  of  inquiry,  was  no  reason  why  there  should  not  1862. 
be  a  taxation.  I  am  confirmed  in  that  view ;  and  in 
Me  Whicher  (a)  it  does  not  seem  to  have  been  disputed. 
I  find  no  authority  that  such  a  judgment  excludes 
taxation  at  law,  and  in  my  opinion  it  is  not  so.  As  to 
the  bills  delivered  more  than  a  twelvemonth,  I  think 
there  are  not  sufficient  circumstances  to  induce  me  to 
order  a  taxation ;  but  as  to  the  last  bill  delivered  within 
a  twelvemonth,  I  entertain  a  different  opinion.  It  ap- 
pears that  I  have  jurisdiction,  some  of  the  matters  being 
in  respect  of  proceedings  in  equity,  and  I  am  of  opinion 
that  I  ought  to  exercise  it  by  ordering  a  taxation  of  the 
third  bill. 

{a)  13  Mee.  ^  WeUhy,  549. 


Note. — On  an  appeal  by  the  solicitor  to  the  Lords  Justices 
on  the  30th  of  June  1852,  Lord  Justice  Knight  Brttce  was  of 
opinion,  that  such  an  order  could  only  be  supported  upon  **  special 
circumstances,"  and  that,  in  the  present  case,  they  were  not  suffi- 
cient. Lord  Justice  Lord  Cranworth  was  of  opinion,  that  the  matter 
having  been  already  adjudicated  on  by  a  Court  of  co-ordinate 
jurisdiction,  could  not  be  re-opened  here ;  and,  further,  that  after 
final  judgment  at  law,  the  matter  being  res  judicata,  there  could 
be  no  taxation  under  the  statute.  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  then 
added,  that  he  wished  it  to  be  understood,  that  he  had  given  no 
opinion  on  the  second  ground  of  Lord  Justice  Lord  CranwortKB 
judgment    M,  8.,  and  sec  2  De  6^.  Jtf.  <^  6^.  359. 
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1852. 


March  27. 


BELL  r.  BARCILIRD. 


granted      TN  1840,  >Lr.  Hilton  granted  to  the  Plaintiff  a  lease 
?r.  of  a  farm  for  fourteen  years,  at  a  rent  of  212/. ;  and 

the  lease,  amongst   other    covenants,   contained    one 

against  assignment. 


A 

^.  a 

containing 
corenant 
against  as- 
signment. A.. 
afterwards 
agreed  to 
cancel  the 
lease,  and  to 
grant  B.  a 
much  more 
beneficial 


In  1846,  Mr.  Hilton  signed  a  paper,  hy  which  he 

agreed  to  cancel  the  lease,  and  to  grant  the  Plaintiff  a 

new  lease  for  twenty-eight  years,  at  the  reduced  rent 

of  100/.  a-year;    and  he  authorised  the  Plaintiff  to 

build  a  house  and  cart-shed,  and  deduct  the  amount 
one,  ^as  a  re- 
ward for  the    (i^^^t  exceeding  400/.)  out  of  the  rent ;  and  this,  he  said, 

great  im-         he  did  "  as  a  reward  for  the  great  improvement  the 
^  Plaintiff  had  made  in  the  estate,  and  as  an  encourage- 

ment for  his  general  industry." 


had  made  in 
the  estate, 
and  as  an  en- 
couragement 
for  bis  gene- 
ral industry." 
A.  died  be- 
fore execut- 
ing the  se- 
cond lease, 
and  B.  filed 


iLr.  Hilton  died  in  1849,  having  de^dsed  the  estate 
to  his  sister,  the  wife  of  Mr.  Barchard. 


The  Plaintiff  having  filed  his  bill  against  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Barchardy  for  specific  performance,  it  was  agreed 
by  letter  and  by  way  of  compromise,  between  the 
a  bill  for  spe-  solicitors,  that  a  lease  should  be  granted  for  twenty-one 
ance  8«ainst  J^^^y  from  Mich^ielmas  1850,  at  the  reduced  rent  of 
his  represen-  100/.  a-year,  **  the  lease  to  contain  all  covenants  usual 
and  ordinary  in  farming  leases.'* 


tatives.    A 

compromise 

was  effected 

for  granting 

a  lease  for  a 

reduced  term, 

"  the  lease  to 

contain  all  covenants  usual  and  ordinary  in  farming  leases. 


The  draft  lease  contained  a  covenant  not  to  assign, 
or  under-let  the  farm ;  and  this  being  objected  to  by 

the 
It  was   insisted 


by  the  tenant,  that  under  the  compromise,  there  should  be  no  restriction  against 
assignment ;  but  held,  that  the  Master,  in  settling  the  lease,  was  to  have  regard 
to  the  original  lease  and  to  the  custom  as  to  farming  leases,  if  any. 
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the  Plaintiff,  he  filed  a  claim  for  the  siMJcific  jierforni-        1852. 
aiice  of  the  contract  for  compromise. 

Mr.  Kenyan  Parker  and  Mr.  JoUiffey  in  support  of 
the  claim. — The  agreement  is,  that  the  lease  shall 
contain  all  "usual  and  ordinary"  covenants;  and  it 
has  been  settled,  that  a  covenant  against  assignment  is 
not  one  of  that  description :  Henderson  v.  Hay  (a), 
Boardman  v.  Mostyn  (J),  Church  v.  Brown  (c),  and  see 
l^ere  v.  Loceden  (d). 

The  restriction  is  oppressive,  for  if  the  Plaintiff 
w^ere  obliged  by  bad  health  to  go  abroad,  he  would  be 
bound  to  pay  the  rent,  though  incapable  of  transferring 
the  lease.  There  ought  to  be  a  declaration,  that  the 
Defendants  are  not  entitled  to  such  a  covenant. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Biirdony  for  the  Defendants. 
The  first  lease  restricted  the  tenant  from  assigning, 
the  second  would  have  been  in  the  same  form,  and  the 
compromise  merely  varied  the  duration  of  the  term. 

Secondly,  a  married  woman  is  not  boimd  by  the 
contract,  Jones  v.  Jojies  (<?),  Emery  v.  Wase  (/),  Neale 
V.  Mackenzie  (g),  Thomas  v.  Dering  (A) ;  and  no  indem- 
nity can  be  given,  Aylett  v.  Ashton  («). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  desired  Mr.  K.  Parker  to 
confine  himself  to  the  question,  whether,  on  the  re- 
ference to  the  Master,  the  Court  ought  not  to  direct 

him 

{a)  3  Bro,  C.  C.  632.  (/)  8  Ves.  505. 

lb)  6  Vea.  467.  (g)  1  Keen,  474. 

(c)  15  Ves.  258.  (A)  Ibid,  729. 

id)  12  Vea.  179.  (»)   1  MyL  <5j-  CV.  105. 

(e)  Ibid.  186. 
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bim  to  have  regard  to  the  agreement  of  1^16^  and  the 
former  lease. 

Mr.  K.  Parker^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Kolls. — ^I  am  of  opinion,  that 
the  letters  form  a  sufficient  contract,  and  that  there 
must  be  a  specific  performance.  There  must  be  a 
reference  to  the  Master  to  settle  the  terms  of  the  lease 
with  reference  to  the  former  lease;  and  I  think  it 
necessary  to  make  a  special  direction  to  the  Master, 
because  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  true  construction  of 
the  contract  now  sought  to  be  enforced  is  afiected  by 
the  circumstances  which  existed  between  the  parties 
previous  to  the  compromise,  and  may  differ  firom  what 
it  would  hare  been,  if  these  parties  had  had  no 
dealings  previous  to  the  first  of  the  letters  written  by 
the  soUcitors. 

The  circumstances  of  the  case  are  these : — ^The  tes- 
tator, in  1840,  granted  a  lease  to  the  Plaintiff,  in 
which  there  was  a  covenant  against  assignment.  In 
1846,  he  signed  a  paper,  in  which  he  agreed  to  cancel 
the  old  lease,  and  to  grant  a  new  lease  at  half  the  rent ; 
and  the  lessee  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  lay  out  400/.  of 
his  rent  on  buildings.  But  this  the  testator  assented 
to  **  as  a  reward  for  the  great  improvement  the  Plaintiff 
had  made  in  the  estate,  and  as  an  encouragement  for 
his  general  industry."  If  the  matter  stopped  there, 
and  if  this  were  a  binding  contract,  the  testator,  beyond 
doubt,  must  have  intended,  that  the  substituted  lease 
should  contain  a  covenant  like  the  old  one,  which 
would  confine  the  possession  to  the  lessee,  and  would 
restrict  him  fi-om  under-letting  the  farm  to  persons 
who  might  not  keep  the  property  in  repair  and 
in  a  state  of  improvement,  which  was  evidently  an 

important 
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important  considcration  with  the  testator;  for  it  was 
to  reward  the  Plaintiff  for  the  improvement  of  the 
farm,  and  as  an  encouragement  to  his  industry  relative 
to  the  property,  that  he  consented  to  reduce  the  rent ; 
and  it  would,  I  think,  be  inconsistent  with  this  con- 
tract, that  the  lessee  should  have  power  to  imder-let 
the  farm. 

The  testator  died  three  years  afterwards,  without 
having  executed  the  lease.  After  some  negotiatiofi 
between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendants,  who  both  at 
law  and  in  equity  represent  the  testator,  the  Plain- 
tiff filed  his  bill  for  specific  performance  of  the  con- 
tract for  the  new  lease.  Proposals  for  a  compromise 
were  entertained,  in  which  the  Defendants  say,  "  If 
you  will  reduce  the  lease  to  a  reasonable  term,  we  will 
not  resist  your  having  such  a  lease."  That  was  agreed 
to,  and  the  letters  in  question  were  written,  constituting 
the  contract.  One  of  them  refers  to  a  variation  in  the 
terms;  and  it  is  agreed,  that  the  lease  shall  be  for 
twenty-one  years,  and  "contain  all  covenants  usual 
and  ordinary  in  farming  leases."  I  am  called  on  to 
say,  that  the  true  construction  is,  that  the  lease  to  be 
granted  is  not  to  contain  the  provisions  contained  in 
the  lease  imder  which  the  Plaintiff  held ;  on  the  other 
hand,  it  is  said,  that  the  words  are  cumulative,  and 
that  the  lease,  in  addition  to  the  covenants  imdcr 
which  the  lessee  then  held  the  property,  is  to  con- 
tain all  other  usual  covenants.  I  do  not  wish  to 
fetter  the  Master's  judgment  further  than  this :  to 
direct  him  in  settling  the  lease,  to  have  regard  to  the 
covenants  in  the  lease  of  1840,  and  also  to  any  custom 
as  to  farming  leases  which  may  prevail  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood. 

This  is  the  contract  of  the  husband,  and  is  only 

binding 
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binding  as  a  contract  for  a  lease  of  twenty-one  years  (a). 
The  cases  of  Neale  v.  Mackenzie,  and  Thomas  v. 
Bering,  were  not  similar  to  the  present. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Master  must  settle  this 
lease,  having  regard  to  the  covenants  in  the  original 
lease  of  1840 ;  and  I  shall  give  no  further  order  as  to 
this  lease,  except  by  declaring  that  the  agreement  must 
be  specifically  performed. 

(a)  32  Hen.  8,  c.  28,  «.  3. 
Note. — The  Plaintiff  appealed,  but  the  matter  was  arranged. 


April  16, 19.  CLARKE  c.  TIPPING. 

After  decree  A  FTER  decree,  the  Plaintiff  became  bankrupt, 
a  Plaintiff  Jl\~ 
became  bank- 
rupt, it  was  Mr.  Seltof/n,  on  behalf  of  the  sole  Defendant,  now 

h       d  his  nioved,  that  the  assignees  of  the  Plaintiff  might  either 
assignees  elect  to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  or  that  all  further  pro- 
should  elect  ceedines  miffht  be  stayed.     He  argued,  that  if  there 
either  to  file  ,     ,  ,  ^         ^   ,               ;           ^              , ,    /       , 
a  supplemen-  "^^  "^^^  ^^  decree,  the  order  would  then  have  been, 

tal  bill,  or  that  the  assignees  should  either  proceed  in  the  cause,  or 

ceedinms^"^  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed;  but  as  there  had 

should  be  been  a  decree  in  the  cause,  the  motion,  in  its  present 


stayed. 


terms,  was  proper. 

Mr.  Bazalgette^  contrd,  for  the  bankrupt. — Such  an 
order  cannot  be  made  after  decree,  because  the  Defen- 
dant may  himself,  after  decree,  take  the  proper  steps 
for  placing  the  record  in  a  proper  state,  by  filing  a  sup- 
plemental bill ;  but  before  decree,  the  Plaintiff  alone 

can 
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The  assignees  did  not  appear. 

Mr.  Seliffyn,  in  reply. — The  bankrupt  has  no  right 
to  appear  on  the  motion;  his  interest  has  passed  to  his 
assignees.  It  would  be  a  great  inconvenience  to  com- 
pel a  Defendant  to  proceed  in  a  suit  which  he  has  no 
desire  to  prosecute,  and  if  the  assignees  do  not  think 
fit  to  proceed,  the  suit  should  not  be  allowed  to  impend 
over  the  Defendants  without  limit. 


13 


can  do  so.     The  6Srd  Order  of  the  8th  of  May  1845        1852. 
was  referred  to  (a).  ^  ^   ^  ' 


V, 

Tipping. 


The  Master  of  tl^  Rolls. 

I  think  I  may  make  the  order  against  the  assignees 
in  the  terms  of  the  motion.  I  have  known  such  orders 
made,  but  I  believe  they  have  been  unopposed.  I  will 
reserve  the  question  as  to  the  bankrupt. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  been  referred  to  the  case  of  Whitmore  v. 
Oxborrow  (i),  in  which,  after  decree,  both  the  Plaintiff 
and  Defendant  became  bankrupt,  and  the  assignees  of 
the  latter  were  brought  before  the  Court  by  supple- 
mental bill.  They  afterwards  moved,  that  the  assignees 
of  the  Plaintiff  might  file  a  supplemental  bill,  &c.,  or 
that  the  suit  might  be  dismissed.  The  Court  ordered, 
that  the  Plaintiff  should  elect,  within  ten  days,  whether 
they  would  prosecute  the  suit,  and  if  they  should  not 
elect,  that  all  further  proceedings  should  be  stayed. 

I^t  an  order  be  drawn  up  in  conformity  with  that 
decision. 


April  19. 


[a)  Ord,  Can.  307. 


{h)  1  CV)//.  91. 
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1852. 


Apra  21. 
May  2^. 


BRYAN  V.  COLLINS. 


A  testatrix,  riiHE  testatrix,  Jane  Clementina  Bryan,  by  her  vriWy 
w  o  e  in  J.  bequeathed  a  certain  debt  to  trustees,  upon  trust 
to  receive  and  invest,  "  and  accumulate  the  interest 
thereof*^  upon  trust  for  the  eldest  daughter  of  Mary 
Doyle,  to  be  paid  to  her  on  attaining  her  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  or  on  the  day  of  her  marriage  with  the  con- 
sent of  her  parents  or  guardians,  which  should  first 
happen;  and  if  there  should  be  no  such  daughter, 
then  in  trust  for  the  eldest  daughter  of  George  Bryan, 
jun.,  to  be  paid  and  payable,  in  like  manner,  on  her 
attaining  twenty-one,  or  marriage;  and,  in  case  tliere 
should  be  no  such  daughter,  then  in  trust  for  the 
B.  never  had  second  son  of  George  Bryan,  jun.,  to  be  paid  at  his  age 
^  d  died  '^*  ^^  twenty-onc  years ;  and,  in  case  there  should  be  no 
1851.  C.  D.  such  son,  then  in  trust  for  such  person  or  persons  as 
had  adangh-  gj^^^j  ^^iQ^  ^^  Yn&  next  of  kin. 


1819,  be 
queathcd  a 
legacy  to  ac- 
cumulate in 
trust  for  the 
eldest  daugh- 
ter of  A.  B,, 
to  be  paid  at 
twenty-one, 
and  if  none, 
to  the  eldest 
daughter  of 
a  2>.,  pay- 
able in  like 
manner.   A, 


tear  G.  bom 
in  1821,  and 
who  died  in 
1827,  and 
other  daugh- 
ters.  Held, 
that  the  re- 
presentative 
of  G.  was 
entitled  to 
the  legacy, 
and  to  the 

accumulations  accrued  down  to  1827,  together  with  simple  interest  thereon 
from  that  time  to  the  day  of  payment  in  1852. 


The  testatrix  died  on  the  22nd  of  September  1819. 

Neither  3Iary  Doyle  nor   George  Bryan  had  any 
daughter  at  the  testatrix's  death. 

In  1822,  the  debt,  amounting  to  1,140/.,  was  received 
and  invested  in  1,400/.  consols. 

George 


DATES. 


1819.  Sept.  22,  Death  of  testatrix. 
1821.  Feb.  9.      Georgiana  bom. 
1827.  Oct  19.    Her  death. 


1830.  Sept.  22.    Twenty-one   years 

expire. 
1851.  Mary  Doyle  died. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

George  Bryan  married  in  1820,  and  had  a  daughter, 
Georgia na  Augusta^  who  was  bom  in  February  1821, 
and  died  the  19th  of  October  1827,  and  another  daugh- 
ter, Augusta  Mary,  who  was  still  living,  and  he  died 
in  October  1827. 

Mary  Doyle  died,  in  February  1851,  without  having 
had  any  issue,  and  thereupon  a  bill  was  filed  by  the 
legal  personal  representative  of  Georgiana  Augusta 
Bryan,  claiming  the  fund  and  the  accumulations,  which 
now  amounted  to  3,521/. 

Mr.  B,.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Renshaw,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
Georgiana  Augusta,  at  her  birth,  took  a  vested  in- 
terest, liable  to  be  divested  by  the  birth  of  a  daughter 
of  Mary  Doyle.  Trafford  v.  Ashton  (a) ;  West  v.  The 
Lord  Primate  of  Ireland  (b). 

The  accumulation  is  valid  at  common  law,  and  does 
not  come  within  the  Thellusson  Act,  40  Geo.  S,  c.  98 : 
Morgan  v.  Morgan  (c). 

Mr.  Kinglake,  for  a  trustee. 

Mr.  Lloydy  for  thd  second  daughter,  who  claimed  to 
be  the  eldest  daughter,  within  tlie  terms  of  the  will, 
contended  that  the  interest  to  Georgiana  Augusta  was 
not  vested. 
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Mr.  Moore,  for  Sir  John  M.  Doyle,  cited  Haley  v. 
Bannister  (d) ;  EUis  v.  Maxwell  (e) ;  Longdon  v.  Sim- 
son  (J). 

Mr. 


(o)  2  Vemtm,  660. 

{h)  3  Bro.  a  C.  148. 

(<•)  20  Law  J.  {N.  S.)  Ch.  109, 441 . 


{d)  4  Mad.  275. 
(e)  3  Beai\  587. 
(/)  12  Ves.  295. 
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Mr.  Cairns,  for  an  incumbrancer  on  Sir  /.  M.  Doyle's 
interest. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  would  look  into 
the  cases. 


May  24.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  second  daughter  contended,  that  this  was  not  a 
vested  interest  in  the  eldest  daughter  of  Mr.  Bryan, 
unless  and  until  she  survived  Mary  Doyle^s  death 
without  issue;  but  this  point  I  disposed  of  at  the 
hearing,  having  no  doubt  but  that  the  interest  in  the 
eldest  daughter  of  Mr.  Bryan  was  vested  on  her  birth, 
liable,  however,  to  be  divested  on  the  birth  of  a 
daughter  to  Mary  Doyle, 

The  next  point,  which  is  one  of  difficulty  and  im- 
portance, and  on  which  I  reserved  my  judgment,  was 
raised  on  behalf  of  Sir  John  Milley  Doyle,  who  is  en- 
titled to  the  residue  of  the  testatrix's  estate.  It  was 
contended  by  him,  that  assuming  the  accumulation  for 
the  period  ending  the  22nd  of  September  1830  to  be 
good,  which  he  admits  it  to  be,  any  accumulation 
beyond  that  period  is  void  imder  the  statute,  and  falls 
into  the  residue. 

The  question  discussed  was,  whether  this  case  comes 
within  the  exception  contained  in  the  statute.  The 
words  of  the  statute,  so  far  as  relate  to  this  question, 
are  these : — By  the  first  clause,  omitting  the  super- 
fluous words,"  an  accumulation  of  the  profits  of  personal 
estate  is  prohibited,  for  any  longer  term  than  during  the 
respective  minorities  of  any  persons,  who,  under  the 
trusts  of  the  will  directing  such  accumulations,  would, 

for 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  17 

for  the  time  being,  if  of  full  age,  be  entitled  to  the  in-        1852. 
terest  so  directed  to  be  accumulated." 

In  the  case  of  Haley  v.  Bannister  (a),  Sir  John 
Leach  held,  that  the  statute  prevented  an  accumulation 
of  interest  during  the  minority  of  an  unborn  child ;  or, 
in  other  words,  that  the  statute  referred  only  to  the 
minority  or  successive  minorities  of  persons  in  existence 
at  the  time  when  the  will  came  into  effect;  and 
this  same  point  is  affirmed  and  extended  in  Ellis  v. 
Maxwell  {h). 

In  the  view  which  I  have  taken  of  this  case,  the 

statute  has  not,  in  the  events  which  have  happened,  any 

immediate  bearing  either  for  or  against  the  Plaintiff; 

but,  in  order  to  make  the  grounds  of  my  decision  clear, 

it  is  necessary  for  me  to  state  what  I  consider  the  statute 

to  have  enacted.    It  is  manifest,  that,  hy  operation  of  ^7  operation 

law^  an  accumulation  may  legally  take  place  for  a  period  cumulation 

exceeding  twenty-one  years ;  as  when  a  legacy  is  given  for  more  than 

to  A.y  an  infant,  to  acciunulate  till  he  attains  twenty-  *^®°v-o»*® 

'  ...  years  may  le- 

one^  and  to  be  paid  to  him  with  such  accumulations  on  gaily  take 

his  attaining  that  age,  but  if  he  die  imder  that  age,  to  P^**^* 
be  paid  with  the  accumulations  to  the  eldest  son  of  B. 
then  Uving.  If,  in  this  case,  the  first  legatee  should 
die  just  before  attaining  twenty-one,  and  the  eldest  son 
of  J?,  should  at  that  time  be  an  infant  of  very  tender 
years,  with  a  father  aUve  of  ability  to  maintain  him, 
practically,  the  accumulations  directed  by  the  will  to 
continue  till  A,  attained  twenty-one  will  go  on  till  the 
eldest  son  of  B.  attains  twenty-one,  and  possibly,  there- 
fore, for  a  period  exceeding  twenty-one  years;  but 
this  latter  accumulation  is  not  directed  by  the  will,  nor 
does  it  take  effect  by  force  of  its  provisions,  and  there- 
fore 
(«)  4  Madd,  275.  (6)  3  Beav.  587. 

VOI^  XVI.  c 
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fore  it  is  urged,  that  it  is  not  touched  by  the  statute, 
which  affects  the  validity  of  accumulations,  so  far  only 
as  they  take  effect  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  provisions 
contained  in  some  deed  or  will ;  and  it  is  contended, 
that  even  if  the  will  had  directed  that,  which  would 
have  taken  place  without  any  such  direction,  by  reason 
of  the  operation  of  the  law  relative  to  infants  and  inde- 
pendently of  any  such  direction,  this  cannot  be  affected 
by  the  statute  according  to  the  clear  and  rational  con- 
struction to  be  put  on  the  words  there  used.  But  a 
great  distinction  exists  between  the  incidents  affecting 
such  an  accumulation,  made  by  operation  of  law,  and 
one  made  imder  a  direction,  if  valid,  contained  in  the  will. 
In  the  former  case,  it  is  the  property  of  the  infant,  and 
might,  if  necessary,  be  applied  for  his  maintenance  or 
advancement;  but,  in  the  latter  case,  it  could  not  be 
touched  until  he  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 


In  the  present  case,  the  accumulations  are  directed  by 
the  will  to  continue  till  the  eldest  daughter  of  Mary 
Doyle  attains  twenty-one  or  marries.  No  such  daughter 
existed  at  the  date  of  the  death  of  the  testatrix. 


If  a  daughter  had  been  subsequently  bom,  and  had 
atta,ined  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  the  excess  of  ac- 
cumulation beyond  the  twenty-one  years,  according  to 
Haley  v.  Bannister ^  would  have  gone  to  the  residuary 
legatee.  No  daughter  did,  in  fact,  ever  exist,  in  which 
case  it  is  given  to  the  eldest  daughter  of  George  Bryan, 
jun. ;  and  if  it  had  been  previously  ascertained  that 
Mary  Doyle  never  would  have  had  any  daughters,  as  in 
the  case  of  her  death  without  issue,  before  the  eldest 
daughter  of  Mr.  Bryan  attained  twenty-one  or  married, 
that  daughter  would  have  been  entitled  to  this  legacy, 
at  latest,  on  attaining  that  age.  If  that  event  had  oc- 
curred,  it   is   also  I   think   clear,  from   the   previous 

decisions 
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decisions  to  which  I  have  referred,  that  the  acciimula-  1852. 
dcm  during  the  period  which  elapsed  from  twenty-one 
jears  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix  till  Geargiana 
Augusta  attained  twenty-one,  that  is,  from  the  22nd 
fX  September  1830,  till  the  9th  of  Feh^uary  1842,  would 
faaye  been  void  under  the  statute,  and  would  have  gone 
to  the  residuary  legatee.  That  is,  in  other  words,  the 
tmount  of  the  legacy  to  be  paid  to  Georgiana  Augusta 
would,  by  the  effect  of  the  statute,  have  been  ascer- 
tained on  the  22nd  of  September  1830,  but,  by  the  effect 
of  the  wiU,  it  would  not  have  been  payable  to  her  till 
the  9th  of  February  1842. 

The  question  I  have  to  consider  is,  in  my  opinion, 

on  principle  the  same  as  if  Georgiana  Augusta  were 

now  alive  and  asking  for  payment  of  this  legacy.  What 

is  it  that  she  would  be  entitled  to  ?     In  my  opinion,  if 

that  event  had  occurred  (it  being  then  ascertained  by 

the  feet  of  Georgiana  Atigusta  having  survived  Mary 

Doyle^s  death  without  issue,  that  if  the  events  could 

have  been   foreseen,  Georgiana  Augusta  would  have 

been  entitled,  on  attaining  twenty-one,  to  payment  of 

the  legacy,  the  amount  of  which  was  ascertained  to  be 

the  sum  of  1,400/.,  together  with  the  accumulations  up 

to  the  22nd  of  September  1830),  she  would  now  be 

entitled  to  receive  payment  of  that  legacy  so  ascertained, 

and  simple  interest  upon  it  from  the  time  it  became 

payable,   that  is,   from   the   period   of   hor   attaining 

twenty-one. 

K I  am  right  in  the  opinion  I  have  formed,  that  she 
would  have  been  so  entitled,  then  I  am  of  opinion,  that 
the  Plaintiff,  being  the  legal  personal  representative  of 
Georgiana  Augusta,  is  entitled  to  a  similar  payment 
of  the  principal,  and  to  interest  on  the  legacy  from 
the  period  when  it  would  have  been  payable  to  her ; 
and   that  period,  in   my  opinion,  is  the  death  of  the 

r  2  eldest 
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eldest  daughter^  Georgiana  Augusta  ;  because^  if  I  am 
right  in  holding  that  the  legacy  was  vested  in  her,  and 
if  the  fact  of  Mary  Doyle  never  having  any  daughter 
had  been  ascertained  previously  to  the  decease  of 
Georgiana  Augusta ^  her  legal  personal  representative 
would  have  become  entitled  at  the  time  of  such  decease 
to  receive  the  legacy.  By  operation  of  law,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  direction  contained  in  the  will,  the  legatee 
would  be  entitled  to  receive  the  principal  of  the  legacy, 
together  >vith  interest  upon  it  at  four  per  cent,  from 
the  time  when  it  became  payable.  The  legacy  here,  if 
Mary  Doyle  had  previously  died,  would  have  been  pay- 
able in  October  1827,  when  Georgiana  Augusta  died, 
and  the  amoimt  of  that  legacy  would  have  been  the 
1,400/.  consols,  together  with  the  accimiulations  up 
to  that  period.  If,  from  any  accidental  or  other  cause, 
the  payment  of  the  legacy  had  been  postponed  till  a 
later  period,  the  sum  due  to  the  Plaintiff  would  have 
been  the  amount  of  the  legacy  so  ascertained,  together 
with  simple  interest  at  four  per  cent,  upon  that  amount, 
from  that  period  up  to  the  time  when  the  payment  was 
actually  made. 

In  determining  this  point,  it  has  appeared  to  me  to 
be  essential  to  bear  in  mind,  how  much  of  the  accumu- 
lations has  arisen  from  the  provisions  of  the  will,  and 
how  much  by  the  operation  of  the  rules  of  law,  as  ad- 
ministered by  this  Court,  wholly  independent  of  the  wilL 

By  the  directions  contained  in  the  will  the  legacy 
was  to  accumulate  imtil  it  became  payable.  If  Mary 
Doyle  had  died  shortly  after  the  decease  of  the  testatrix, 
no  question  would  have  arisen  upon  it.  In  that  case 
the  legacy  would  have  accumulated  until  the  death  of 
Georgiana  Augustay  and  would  then  have  been  paid  to 
her  legal  personal  representative ;  and  this  appears  to 
me  to  be  the  rule  applicable  to  this  case,  one  which,  in 

truth. 
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truth,  neither  gives  the  accumulations  for  the  whole 
period  that  they  have  heen  accruing^  nor  for  any  greater 
period  than  that  allowed  by  the  statute ;  but  which, 
ascertaining  what  the  amount  of  the  legacy  was  at  the 
time  when,  from  subsequent  events,  it  appears  that  it 
was  payable  or  might  have  been  paid,  gives  simple  in- 
terest from  that  period  up  to  the  time  when  it  is  actually 
paid,  subject  to  which  deduction,  the  surplus  accumu- 
lations belong  to  the  residuary  legatee. 

In  this  case,  the  postponement  of  the  payment  was 
inevitable,  because  it  could  not  be  ascertained  until  the 
death  of  Mary  Zhyle^  that  the  legacy  then  vested  in  the 
eldest  daughter  of  Mr.  Bryan  would  not  have  become 
divested  by  the  birth  of  a  daughter  to  Mary  Doyle; 
but  the  same  principle  appears  to  me  to  apply,  as  it 
would  do  in  the  case  of  an  executor,  who,  without 
any  direction  contained  in  a  wiU,  had  accumulated,  for 
several  years,  the  property  of  a  testator  at  compound 
interest.  In  that  case,  the  residue,  after  payment  of 
the  debts  bearing  interest,  and  after  payment  of  the 
legacies  with  interest  at  four  per  cent,  from  the  period 
of  one  year  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  would  belong 
to  the  residuary  legatee ;  nor  could  the  creditors  or  the 
pecuniary  legatees  claim  any  portion  of  it,  although,  in 
fact,  it  would  in  part  have  been  produced  by  the  money 
applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  and  legacies, 
which,  though  payable  previously,  had  not  been  paid. 

This  is,  I  think,  the  point  decided  in  Morgan  v. 
Morgan  (a).  In  that  case,  a  legacy  of  6,000/.  was  given 
to  accumulate,  and  to  be  paid  to  two  ladies  on  their 
marriage ;  the  residue  was  given  to  one  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  another  absolutely.  The  ladies  never 
married,  and  survived  the  legatee  for  life  of  the  residue. 

A 
(a)  20  Law  J.  {N,  S,)  Ch.  109,  441. 
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I8aS.        A  qii€stioD  arose  between  the  executor  of  the  legatee  for 

"^^^"    life  and  the  legatee  in  remaunder  of  the  residue.     The 

r.  V.   C.   Kniyht    Bruce  held,   that  as^   in   the   events 

CoLuxs.      which  occuiied,  if  they  could  have  been  foreseen,  the 

5,000/.  would  have   formed  part  of  the  residue,    the 

executor  of  the  legatee  for  life  of  the  residue  was  entitled 

to  simple  interest  on  that  legacy  for  the  life  of  that 

legatee,  but  that  the  rest  of  the  accumulaticm  belonged 

to  the  residuary  legatee  in  remainder. 

The  principle  on  which  I  have  acted  here  is  clearly 
there  enunciated.  In  truth,  if  this  legacy  had  been 
given,  in  case  Mary  Doyle  had  no  daughter,  to  the  eldest 
daughter  of  Mr.  Bryan  for  her  life,  and,  after  her  de- 
cease, to  the  second  daughter  of  Mr.  Bryamy  this  very 
question  would  have  arisen  between  the  second  daughter 
and  the  representatives  of  the  eldest  daughter. 

The  result  is,  that,  in  my  opinion,  it  is  proper  to  de- 
clare, that  the  Plaintiff,  as  the  legal  personal  repre- 
sentative of  the  eldest  daughter  of  Mr.  Bryan^  is 
entitled  to  pa3rment  of  the  legacy  of  1,400/.  three  per 
cent,  consols,  together  with  the  accumulations  produced 
thereby  up  to  and  including  the  19th  day  of  October 
1827,  tc^ether  with  interest  at  four  per  cent,  per  annum 
on  the  amount  so  ascertained  up  to  the  time  of  pay- 
ment ;  and  declare  that  the  rest  of  the  accumulations 
arising  firom  the  1,400/.  forms  part  of  the  residuary 
estate  of  the  testatrix,  and  that  the  Defendant  Sir  John 
JiiHey  Doyle  is  entitled  thereto,  and  the  rest  of  the  decree 
must  be  firamed  to  carry  that  declaration  into  effect. 

The  difficulty  in  this  case  having  been  created  by  the 
testatrix,  and  the  legatee  having  necessarily  been  com- 
peUed  to  come  hither  to  obtain  the  legacy,  the  costs  of 
all  parties  must  be  paid  out  of  the  residue  of  the  estate, 
that  is,  out  of  the  rest  of  the  accumulations. 
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AYLES  r.  COX.  MayZ, 

OOME  property  was   sold  by  auction  in  this  suit.  Property, 

^    Lot  10,  a  cottage,   and  about   three  acres,  was  ?^\^/*  ^^P^" 

hold,  tumcMi 
described  as  "  being  copyhold  of  the  same  manor  '*  out  to  be 

(Dovercourt) ;  and  Lot  11  was  similarly  described.  partly  free- 

hold.  Held, 
that  the  ven- 
By  the  fifth  condition  of  sale,  it  was  provided  as  dor  could  not 

follows:— «  That  if  any  mistake  or  error  be  made  or  ^^fP^ljBpe- 

•^^     ^  ^  cific  perform- 

discovered  in  the  description  of  the  premises,  or  any  ance,andthat 

other  error  whatever  shall  appear  in  the  foregoing  ^P^^  con- 
particulars,  such  mistake  or  error  shall  not  annul  the  vidingthat 
sale,  but  a  compensation  or  equivalent  shall  be  given  errors  in  the 
or  taken,  as  the  case  may  require ;  such  compensation  ^^F  °? 
or  equivalent  to  be  settled  by  the  Master,  in  case  the  invalidatothe 

parties  differ."  «^'  ^^  ^^^ 

'  a  compensa- 

tion, did  not 
Befgamin  Johnson  became  the  purchaser  of  Lot  10,  alter  the  case. 
for  465;. 


By  an  order  of  the  Court,  it  was  referred  to  the 
Master,  to  inquire  whether  a  good  title  could  be  made 
to  the  premises  comprised  in  Lot  10. 

In  the  Master's  office,  it  turned  out,  that  Lot  10  was 
^p^jiXy  freehold  and  partly  copyhold;  and  Lot  11,  instead 
of  being  copyhold,  was  wholly  freehold. 

The  Master  reported  that  a  good  title  could  not  be 
made  to  the  premises  comprised  in  Lots  10  and  11; 
and  the  Plaintiffs  took  exceptions,  insisting  that  the 
Master  ought  to  have  found,  that  a  good  title  could  be, 
and  had  been,  made  out  to  both  lots. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Waller ^  for  the.  Plaintiff, 
argued,  that  though  the  Court  would  not  force  a 
copyhold  estate  on  a  purchaser  who  had  bought  it  as 
freehold,  still  that  the  converse  did  not  hold  good,  for 
freehold  tenure  was  far  better  than  copyhold.  Secondly, 
that  the  misdescriptions  had  been  provided  for  by  the 
conditions  of  sale.  They  cited  Twining  v.  Morrice  (a) ; 
Leslie  v.  Tompson  (b). 

Mr.  Grenside,  contra, — A  purchaser  is  not  bound  to 
take  an  estate  of  a  different  tenure  from  that  which  he 
has  contracted  for.  There  are  persons  who  prefer 
copyhold  to  freehold ;  and  the  purchaser  may  say,  "  it 
is  my  humour."  He  cited  Sugden's  Vendors  and 
Purchasers  (c) ;  and  see  Darts  Compendium,  &c.(rf). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  fifth  condition  of  sale,  which  provides  for  com- 
pensation, is  inapplicable,  when  the  thing  sold  turns  out 
to  be  of  a  different  nature  from  that  contracted  to  be 
sold.  The  contract  is  different,  and  I  am  of  opinion, 
in  this  case,  that  the  thing  proposed  to  be  forced  on  the 
purchaser  is  different  from  that  sold.  The  fifth  con- 
dition would  apply,  if  the  property  had  turned  out  to  be 
larger  or  smaller  than  represented  in  the  conditions  of 
sale,  but  not  when  the  property  sold  is  totally  different 
from  that  which  the  vendor  has. 

It  is   impossible  to   enter   into   a  consideration  of 
the  different  motives  which  may  induce  a  person  to 
prefer  property  of  one  tenure  to  another.    The  motives 
and  fancies  of  mankind  are  infinite;  and  it  is  unneces- 
sary 

(fl)  2  Bro,  C.  C.  331.  (c)  Page  298  (9th  edition), 

(ft)  9  Hare,  268.  (d)  Page  669  (2nd  edition). 
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sary  for  a  man  who  has  contracted  to  purchase  one 
thing  to  explain  why  he  refiises  to  accept  another. 

The  sale  was  of  copyhold,  and  the  reference  to  the 
Master  was  to  inquire  into  the  title  to  copyhold 
property;  and  it  turns  out  to  be  freehold.  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  vendor  camiot  compel  the  purchaser 
to  complete  his  contract. 

The  exceptions  must  be  overruled. 


BAINBRIDGE  t?.  CREAM.  Mat^  l. 

'T^HE  testator  gave  his  freeholds  and  leaseholds  to  his  Bequest  to 
wife,  Mary  Ann  Cream,  for  life ;  but  if  she  married  widoT^od, 
again,  then  he  revoked  the  gift.     And  from  and  imme-  and  immedi- 
diately  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Mary  Ann  Cream,  f     death 
or  her  second  marriage,  whichever  event  should  first  second  mar- 
happen,  the  said  testator  jrave  and  bequeathed  a  leasehold  ™fi^»  ''^hich- 

^^  .  11        A     ,  1      ever  event 

messuage  to  trustees,  m  trust  to  sell.     And  as  to  the  should  first 

monies  to  arise,  he  directed  his  trustees  to  pay  the  costs,  happen,  to 
and  then  divide  and  pay  the  residue  or  surplus  of  such  gellanddivide 
monies  unto   and  equally  between   and  amongst  his  between  sevo- 
nephews  and  nieces  following  [naming  them], "  or  such  of       ^^^ 
them  as  shall  be  living  at  the  decease  of  my  wife  Mary  such  of  them 

Ann  Cream,  to  take  per  capita,  and  not  per  stirpes.^^       ^  should  be 
^         ^      '  ^  ^  Uvingatthe 

death  of  A.. 
The  testator  died  in  1848 ;  his  widow  married  again  -^-  married 

in  1860,  and  thereupon  the  trustee  sold  the  property.      ttoUhe   ^   * 

perty  there- 
The  principal  question  raised  by  this  special  case  I^P^n  became 
was,  whether  the  testator's  nephews  and  nieces  were  distributable. 
entitled   to   be   paid   their    respective   shares   of   the 

proceeds 
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1852.        proceeds   of  the   sale,  notwithstanding   the  testator's 
widow  was  still  liWng. 


Bainbbidge 

c. 

Cream. 


Mr.  Cdey  for  the  Plaintiff,  the  trustee,  cited  Sturgess 
V.  Pearson  (a)  ;  Masters  v.  Scales  (b)  ;  Wagstaff  v. 
Crosby  (c). 


Mr.  W.  TV.  Cooper,  for  the  adult  legatees. 
Mr.  Speed,  for  the  infant  legatees. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held,  that  the  fund  was 
now  divisible^ 


a)  4  Madd.  411. 
{b)  13  Beav.  60. 


(r)  2  CoU.  746. 


May  I. 


DONALD  c.  BATHER. 


In  a  suit  for     g^EORGE  BATHER,  the  administrator  with  the 

«^™™»^       *^  will  annexed  of  the  testator,  was  alleged  to  have 

tion  against  , 

the  adminis-    assigned  the  assets  to  the  Defendant  Elizabeth  Bather, 

trator,  with     the  widow, 
the  will  an- 
nexed, and 
the  widow,  to 
whom  the 
assets  had 
been  assign- 
ed, snch  ad- 
ministrator 
was  alleged 
and  proved 
to  be  out  of 
tlie  jurisdic- 
tion.   Held,  that  the  suit  could  not  proceed  in  the  absence  of  a  legal  personal 
reprc8entatiT% 


This  bill  was  filed  against  the  widow  and  the 
administrator,  for  the  administration  of  the  estate ;  but 
the  administrator  was  alleged  and  proved  to  be  out  of 
the  jurisdiction,  and  process  was  prayed  against  him 
when  he  should  come  within  the  jurisdiction.  He  did 
not  now  appear. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Roupdly  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Giffard  objected,  that  the  suit  could  not  proceed 
in  the  absence  of  the  legal  personal  representative  of  the 
testator.  He  insisted  that  an  administrator  durante 
absentia  ought  to  have  been  obtained  under  Simeon's 
Act  (a).  He  cited  3  BacorCs  Abridgment  (Executors  and 
Administrators,  G.)  (4) ;  1  Williams  on  Executors  (c). 

Mr.  jRoupelly  in  reply. — The  administrator  is  a  party 
to  the  suit,  for  the  bill  prays  process  against  him  when 
he  shall  come  within  the  jurisdiction.  This  sufficiently 
accounts  for  his  absence;  and  where  the  suit  is  to 
prevent  waste,  and  preserve  the  assets,  the  Court  has 
jurisdiction  to  interfere. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  cause  must  stand  over :  I  am  satisfied,  Aat  in 
its  present  state,  the  suit  cannot  proceed  in  the  absence 
of  the  legal  personal  representative. 
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{a)  38  Geo.  3,  c.  87. 
(b)  Page  482. 


(c)  Pago  314,  1st  edition. 


1852 

Donald 

V. 

Bather. 


Re  STBAFORD. 


June  11, 12. 


T   ADY  RICKETTS  and  Mr.  Straford  (a  solicitor)  The  taxation 

■*^  were  the  executors  of  the  will  of  the  testator,  and  ^T^    ^, 

'       ^  38tn  section, 

Straford  and  Chamoch  were  the  trustees.     Under  this  or  the  "  third 

will,  the  Petitioner,  Sir   Gornwallis  Ricketts,  was  in-  P^^  ^^^^^ 

1  .      1  ,  .  .    ,  4  /.        ,  Clause,"  is  by 

terested  m  the  testator's  estate  m  remainder.     After  the  oj^er  of 

testator's  death,  considerable  litigation  took  place  in  coarse ;  but, 

respect  of  the   testator's  property,  both  in   this  and  39th  action 

in   the    Ecclesiastical    Court.      In    these  proceedings  or  third  party 

Mr.  Straford  acted  as  solicitor,  and  in  March  1852  i'jterost^^ 

,  ,  ,  clause,  the 

he  delivered  to   Lady    Ricketts   six   bills  of  costs,  o|fappIication 

which  is  special. 


28  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1852.        which  the  fourth  had  reference  to  an  indictment  for 
'^      '    perjury. 

Straford. 

Sir  Cornwallis  Ricketts  presented  this  special  peti- 
tion, stating,  amongst  other  things,  "  that  the  trustees 
and  executors  of  the  said  testator  are  not,  nor  is  his 
estate,  properly  chargeable  with  any  part  of  the  fourth- 
mentioned  bill,"  and  even  if  chargeable  therewith,  the 
bill  contains  many  improper  charges. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Eldertotiy  in  support  of  the 
petition. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  T.  H.  Hall,  contra, 
objected,  that  the  order  ought  to  have  been  obtained  as 
of  course,  and  that  a  special  petition  was  improper  (a) ; 
and,  secondly,  that  the  fourth  bill  ought  not  to  be  taxed, 
unless  the  Petitioner  admitted  his  liability  to  pay  it. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. — I  will  make  inquiry. 


June  12.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  no  common  order  coiild  have  been 
granted.  The  case  falls  within  the  39th  section,  and 
not  under  the  third  party  or  38th  section. 

The  Court,  under  the  39th  section,  is  to  order  a  taxa- 
tion, "  with  such  directions  and  subject  to  such  con- 
ditions" as  the  Court  shall  think  fit,  and  must  "  take 
into  consideration  the  extent  and  nature  of  the  interest 
of  the  party  making  the  application." 

1  shall  make  the  common  order,  reserving  the  costs. 
{a)  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  ss.  38,  39. 
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DAWSON  V.  BOURNE.  June  5. 

^XTHE  testator  expressed  himself  as  follows : — "  I  give  A  testator  be- 

all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my  pro-  ^^*hed  his 

resichie  to  his 
perty,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  to  be  equally  meccBA.^B,, 

divided  between  my  nieces  Jane  Dawson  and  Mary  *^d  he  then 

Dawson,  and  I  confine  my  said  legacies  hereinbefore-  jrift^^  *J5 

mentioned,  to  be  given  to  my  nieces  Jane  Dawson  and  and  their 

Mary   Dawson,  and  their  childreny  without  compre-  ^^*ijjj"*j*» 

bending  their  husbands,   unless   they,  my  said  last-  prehending 

mentioned  nieces,  or  either  of  them,  should  die  without  ^^^^  ^^'*" 

„  bandi  unless 

*^®^^*  his  nieces 

should  die 

The  question  was  as  to  the  propfer  construction  of  ^     H  Idl 
this  clause  in  the  will.  that  A.  ^  B. 

took  for  tiieir 
separate  use 

Mr.  C.  P.  Cooper  and   Mr.    Nichols,   argued,   that  for  life  with 

the  nieces  took  absolute  interest.     They  cited  WilcTs  remainder  to 
Case  (a) ;  Stokes  v.  Heron  (4).  dren,iSthat 

in  default, 
Mr.  Southgate,  contrd,  was  not  heard.  the  nieces 


7^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  only  way  to  give  effect  to 
these  words  is,  to  give  the  residue  between  the  nieces 
equally  for  their  separate  use  for  life,  and  after  their 
deaths  to  their  children,  and  if  they  have  no  children 
then  it  will  belong  to  the  nieces  absolutely. 

(fl)  6  Co,  16.  {h)  12  CI.  4-  Fin.  161. 


took  abso- 
lutely. 
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June  12.  SANER  r.  DEAVEN. 


On  the  death 
of  one  of 


nr^HE  cause  being  called  on  upon  the  23rd  of  Marchy 
several'co-  ^^  ^^  Stated,  that  one  of  the  three  co-Plaintiffs 

Plaintiffii,  it     was  dead,  and  that  the  suit  had  abated. 
waB  ordered, 
that  the  sur- 
vivors should       Mr.  Beales  now  moved,  that  the  surviving  Plaintiffs 

revive  within  might  file  a  bill  of  revivor,  or  take  other  necessary 
time  or  that    proceedings  within  a  limited  period,  or  that  the   bill 

thebillshould  might  be  dismissed.    He  cited  Chichester  v.  Hunter  (a). 
be  dismissed, 
notwith- 
standing Mr.   Terrell,  contrd,  stated,  that  there  was  no  per- 

therc  was  no  gonal  representative,  and  it  would  therefore  be  impos- 

legalper-  .,,    ^  . 

sonal  repre-      sible  to  revive. 

sentative,  it 

being  their 

duty  to  ob-  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

tain  adminis- 
tration, rpj^g  usual  order  must  be  made.  Assuming  that 
there  is  no  legal  personal  representative,  the  sur- 
viving Plaintiffs  must  take  proceedings  to  obtain 
administration. 

(a)  3  Beav.  491. 
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1852. 

ROBERTS  t?.  BERRY.  Nov.  16. 

^TIHE  Plaintifis  put  up  some  freehold  property  for  The  time 
"■■      sale,  and  part  of  it  was  purchased  by  the  Defcn-  ^?Ty 

dant  on  the  22nd  of  Julf/  1852.  of  the  ab- 

stract, held, 
By  the  third  condition,  the  purchaser  was  to  pay  ^^^^th^* 
down  a  deposit  of  20  per  cent.,  and  the  remainder  of  essence  of  the 

his  purchase-money  on  or  before  the  8th  of  August  contact. 

,  .  ,     .  ,  ,  ,     -  ,       ,        On  a  sale  on 

next,  at  which  time  the  purchase  was  to  be  completed ;  the22ndJw/y 

but  if,  from  any  cause,  the  purchase  was  not  then  theconditions 
completed,  interest  was  to  be  paid  on  the  residue  of  ^^jjgtpact 
the  purchase-money.  was  to  be  de- 

livered with- 
By  the   fourth   condition,  the   abstract   was   to  be  in  seven  days, 

delivered  within  seven  days  from   the  sale,  and  the  Jions^eteJcen 

purchaser  was  to  deliver  objections  within  eight  days  within  seven 

from  the  receipt  of  the  abstracts,  and  all  objections,  days  after  the 

...  rf  '  dehvery,  or 

not  made  within  that  time,  were  to  l>e  taken  to  be  be  deemed 

waived.      The    vendors    also    reserved    the    right    to  waived;  and 

rescind  the  contract,  if  the  objections  should  be  such  ^  ^  ^j^^^. 

as  to  make  it  advisable.  plcted  on  or 

before  the 

On   the   24th   of  Julij^   the   Defendant   wrote   and  The^bstoict 

required  the   abstract,  but   which  was  not  delivered  was  not  de- 

untU  the  3rd  of  August     The  Defendant  thereupon  Ji^^fcduntU 
.     "^  *^        twelve  daj-R 

gave  notice  to  rescind  the  contract,  on  tlie  ground  that  after,  and  the 

the  abstract  had  not  been  delivered  according  to  the  Purchaser 
conditions  of  sale,  and  he  commenced  an  action  for  the  ^.j^d  the  con- 
recovery  of  the  deposit.     Tlic  vendors  filed  this  bill  tract.    Held, 
for  specific  perfonnance.  ^^^ 

^^^  delivery  was 
not  of  the  essence  of  the  conti*act,  and  a  demurrer  to  a  hill  by  the  vendors  for 
specific  performance    was  overruled  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  and  Lords 
Ju2$ticcs. 


1852. 
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The  bill  stated,  that  the  title-deeds  were  in  the 
possession  of  a  mortgagee,  who  being  absent  on  the 
Continent,  the  abstract  could  not  at  once  be  furnished. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendant  demurred. 

Mr.  It.  Palmer  and  Mr.  /.  H.  Palmer ^  in  support  of 
the  demurrer,  argued,  that  as  at  law  time  was  essen- 
tial, so  it  must  be  in  this  Court,  where  it  was  sought 
to  enforce  a  mere  legal  contract,  and  that  such  was  the 
opinion  of  Lord  Cranworth  in  Parkin  v.  Thorold  (a), 

Mr.  K.  Parker  and  Mr.  W.  H.  Clarkcy  contra. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  this  case  was 
similar  to,  and  governed  by,  his  decision  in  Parkin  v. 
Thorold.  That  he  must  decide  in  conformity,  and 
overrule  the  demurrer. 

(a)  2  Sim.  {N.  S.)  1 ;  and  post,  p.  59. 

Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices,  Jan.  20,  1853. 


Nov.  11. 

Where  the 
common  in- 
junction had 
been  obtained 
prior  to  the 
Act  15  &  16 
Vict.  c.  86, 
and  the  an- 
swercamein ; 
Held,  that 
the  proper 
practice  was 
to  give  notice 
of  motion  to 
dissolve. 


LANGFORD  v.  MAY. 

rriHE  common  injunction  was  obtained  prior  to  the 
15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  58,  coming  into  operation, 
which  assimilates  the  practice  respecting  common  in- 
junctions to  that  in  respect  of  special  injunctions. 

On  the  4th  of  November,  the  usual  order  nisi  to  dis- 
solve was  made,  and  the  question  was  as  to  the  practice. 

Mr.  /.  V.  Prior  and  Mr.  Bazalgette,  for  the  different 
parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. — I  think  the  proper 
course  is,  to  give  notice  to  dissolve  the  injunction.  The 
matter  must,  therefore,  stand  over  imtil  the  next  seal. 
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DUBERLEY  v.  DAY.  March  ir. 

April  1. 

THIS  case  came  on  upon  exceptions.  The  facts  were  ^  busband 
/.  11  T      ir.irt  1       •  1  •  may  make  a 

as  follows  :  —  In  1812,  and  prior  toner  marriage,  valid  assign- 
Mrs.  Golbome  was  possessed  of  the  Rectory  and  Rec-  ™.®i*J  °^  ^" 
'    ^  ''  wife  8  rever- 

torial  Tithes  of  the  parish  of  Witchamy  held  of  the  Dean  sionary  in- 

and  Chapter  of  Ely  for  a  term  of  twenty-one  years,  {e^pifoiSg 

renewable  from  time  to  time,  upon  certain  terms  and  but  «cciu,  if 

conditions,  which  did  not  affect  the  question  in  this  case,  of  such  a  na- 

This  property  was,   in  consideration  of  the   marriage  turethatit 

11/..  1  •       .  1.1  -1  cannot  by  Pol- 

and before  its  solemnization,  settled,  by  an  indenture  sibtlity  vest  in 

bearing  date  the  2l8t  of  ApHl,  1812,  in  the  following  ^^^^^f^j^'' 

manner,  viz.  for  the  separate  use  of  the  wife  during  the  during  tbe 

joint  lives  of  herself  and  her  husband,  and  in  case  there  ^^A^^^fe's 

should  be  issue  of  the  marriage  (which  event  occurred),  leaseholds 

in  the  following  manner,  viz.  in  case  she  survived  her  marriage, 

husband,  the  absolute  interest  in  the  reversion  was  vested  ^"^^^^^  \^  b^^ 

absolutely  m 
in  her,  and  her  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  but  the  event  of 

in  case  she  died  before  her  husband,  the  property  was  j]"  hi'gban? 

to  go  to  the  husband  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  issue  but  without 

of  the  marriage.     The  marriage  took  effect  her  Jparate 

use.     Held, 
that  the  hus- 
By  indentures  dated  in  1838,  1839,  and  1842,  the  band  could 

husband,  Mr.  Golbome,  professed  to  convey  the  rever-  "o^erture^dit^ 

sion  in  this  term  to  secure  various  sums  of  money,  pose  of  this 

advanced  to  him  in  consideration  of  such  charges.     The  versiona^y  ^ 

wife  joined  in  these  conveyances,  and  as  far  as  she  terestofhis 

wife  in  the 
could,  (in  the  absence  of  statutable  acknowledgment,)  tenn. 

professed 


1812.    Settlement. 
}g8;j  Charge.. 

VOL,  XVI. 


1842.     Charges. 

1 847.     Death  of  Husband. 


DUBERLBT 

V, 
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1862.  professed  to  create  and  to  give  effect  to  these  charges. 
This  circumstance  was  admitted  to  be  immaterial,  as 
she  could  not  bind  her  interest  by  merely  joining  in 

Day.  such  conveyances,  and  accordingly,  the  Court  consi- 
dered, that  her  concurrence  might  be  wholly  disregarded 
in  the  determination  of  the  question.  There  was  issue 
of  the  marriage:  the  husband  died  in  1847,  the  wife 
survived  him;  and  unless  these  deeds  created  valid  and 
effectual  charges,  she  became  entitled  absolutely  to  the 
property  comprised  in  the  term  in  question.  The  Master 
having  reported  that  these  deeds  did  not  create  effectual 
charges  upon  this  property,  exceptions  were  taken  to 
his  finding,  insisting  that  it  was  erroneous. 

Mr.  Sitiartj  Mr.  K.  Parker ^  and  Mr.  Hardy ^  in  sup- 
port of  the  exceptions. 

The  doctrine  as  to  the  husband's  power  over  his 
wife's  reversionary  interest  in  choses  in  action,  as  stated 
in  Purdew  v.  Jackson  (a),  has  no  application  to  a  wife's 
chattels  real.  Over  the  chattels  real  of  his  wife  a  hus- 
band has  an  absolute  power  of  disposition,  but  over  her 
choses  in  action  he  has  but  a  mere  qualified  power  of 
reducing  them  into  possession.  This  is  explained  in 
Mitford  V.  JUitford(b),  "  What  interests  survive  to  the 
wife  in  equity  in  general,  is  determined  by  analogy  to 
the  rules  of  law.  As  at  law  her  choses  in  action,  not 
reduced  into  possession  by  the  husband,  survive  to  her, 
so  do  her  equitable  interests  in  the  same  case  survive  to 
her  in  equity.  But  there  are  some  legal  interests  which 
do  not  admit  or  stand  in  need  of  being  reduced  into 
possession,  being  in  possession  already,  and  not  lying 
in  action ;  as  terms  for  years  and  other  chattels  real ;  of 
which  the  legal  title  is  in  the  wife.     They  will  survive 

if 
(a)  1  Russ,}.  (6)  9  Fw.  p.  98. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

if  no  act  is  done  by  him :  but  he  may  assign  them ; 
which  passes  the  legal  interest,  whether  with  or  without 
consideration.  The  analogy  is  followed  in  equity. 
Equitable  interests  of  the  same  description  may  be 
transferred  in  the  same  manner." 

So  in  Purdew  v.  Jackson  (a),  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
observes,  "  It  is  further  said,  that  the  possibility  of  a 
term  belonging  to  the  wife  may  be  released  by  the  hus- 
band; and  that  the  same  doctrine  must  apply  to  her 
future  chose  in  action.  But  if  there  be  any  weight  in 
the  opinion  of  a  very  great  Judge,  all  that  relates  to 
chattels  real,  as  terms  for  years,  &c.,  and  to  the  power 
of  the  husband  in  right  of  his  wife  over  that  species  of 
property,  ought  to  be  put  aside,  as  having,  in  strict 
reasoning,  nothing  to  do  with  the  subject." 

He  proceeds  (p.  61) :  "  to  cite  cases  or  dicta  concern- 
ing terms  of  years  can  serve  no  end,  except  to  draw  off 
our  attention  from  the  point  before  us  to  a  subject 
totally  different ;  for  the  interest  in  a  term  of  years  is 
not  a  chose  in  action  ;  it  is  a  legal  interest,  which  does 
not  lie  in  action,  and  may  pass  by  assignment." 

He  subsequently  adds  (p.  66),  '^  The  argument  ap- 
pears to  me  to  have  been  entangled,  by  mixing  with  it 
the  consideration  of  the  husband's  interest  in  and  power 
over  the  wife's  property  of  a  different  kind ;  by  borrow- 
ing sometimes  the  principles  which  apply  only  to  her 
chattels  real,  such  as  terms  for  years,  &c.,  where  the 
husband  has  an  interest  in  his  wife's  right,  and  an  ab- 
solute power  of  disposal  to  be  exercised  by  him  in  his 
lifetime;  and  sometimes  the  principles  which  govern  in 
the  case  of  the  wife's  personal  chattels  in  possession,  of 

which 
(a)  1  Ruu,  p.  50. 
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which  marriage  confers  the  absolute  and  unqualified 
right  on  the  husband.  The  doctrine  that  belongs  to 
these  species  of  property  has  no  application  to  personal 
chattels  not  in  possession,  but  lying  in  action  and  being 
mere  choses  in  action^* 

It  has  long  been  settled,  that  a  husband  may  assign 
his  wife's  equitable  interest  in  a  term,  Sir  Edward  Tur- 
ners Case  (a),  referred  to  in  Hanson  v.  Keating  (6), 
Hunt  V.  Pit(c),  But  Donne  v.  Hart(d)  decides  this 
case.  In  that  case,  it  was  held,  that  the  contingent 
reversionary  interest  of  a  wife  in  a  term  of  years  may  be 
assigned  by  her  husband,  and  there  the  husband  died 
before  the  happening  of  the  contingency.  That  case 
was  approved  of  by  Sir  Edward  Sugden  in  Box  v.  Jack- 
son (e).  He  says,  **  I  am  glad  to  observe,  however,  that 
in  the  cases  of  Donne  v.  Hart  (/)  and  Major  v.  Lans- 
ley{g)j  the  Court  has  refused  to  extend  the  doctrine  to 
chattels  real.  I  think  the  doctrine  has  been  already 
carried  far  enough,  and  ought  not  to  be  extended." 

In  Doe  d.  Shaw  v.  Steward  (A),  it  was  held,  that  the 
assignees  in  bankruptcy  of  the  husband  were  entitled  to 
the  wife's  contingent  reversionary  interest  in  a  term. 
Mr.  Butler^  it  is  true,  in  his  note  to  Coke  on  Littleton  (t), 
seems  to  think  that  '^  if  a  lease  be  made  to  the  husband 
and  wife  during  their  lives,  with  remainder  to  the  exe- 
cutors of  the  survivor,  and  the  husband  disposes  of  the 
term,  the  disposition  will  not  bar  the  wife,  for  during 
the  coverture  she  had  a  mere  possibility  only."  But  he 
afterwards  states,  in  a  later  edition,  that  the  authority  of 

the 

(fl)  1  Vem,  7.      '  (f)  2R.Sf  M.  360. 

(6)  4  Hare,  3,  n.  (6).  (g)  2  JR.  4-  M.  355. 

(c)  Freeman't  C.  C.  78.  (A)  1  Ad.  4-  Ell.  300. 

{d)  2  Rust,  4-  Myl.  360.  (i)  Page  351  a. 
(e)  Dn/ry,  p.  84. 
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the  husband  has  been  considerably  modified  by  equity. 
The  law  thus  stated  in  the  note,  that  a  possibility  of 
the  wife  cannot  be  assigned  by  her  husband,  is  inconsis- 
tent with  Donne  v.  Hart  (a).  The  Duke  of  Chandos  v. 
Talbol(b)j  Grey  v.  Kentish{c\  Theobalds  v.  Ihiffoy{d\ 
JLyde  v.  Mynn{e),  Feamt$  Contingent  Remainders  (f)^ 
were  also  cited. 

Secondly,  it  will  be  said,  that  it  is  contrary  to  the 
contract  between  the  parties  to  the  settlement,  that  the 
husband  should  dispose  of  an  interest  thereby  provided 
for  the  wife  if  she  survived  her  husband.  It  is  not  like 
her  Ufe  estate,  which  is  settled  to  her  separate  use,  and 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  husband's  disposing  of 
it.  If  this  contract  rested  on  articles  or  were  executory, 
the  Court  might  possibly  say,  that  the  intentioh  was, 
that  the  husband  should  have  no  power  over  it;  but 
this  is  a  legal  executed  contract,  with  legal  limitations, 
containing  no  recital  of  any  such  agreement,  nor  any 
such  restriction,  and,  until  it  has  been  reformed,  it  must 
be  construed  according  to  its  expressed  terms,  and  not 
by  conjecture. 

The  law  only  recognizes  one  way  of  excluding  a  hus- 
band's right  over  his  wife's  property,  which  is  by  limit- 
ing it  to  her  separate  use,  Davies  v.  Thornycroft{g)y 
Massey  v.  Parker  (h), 

Mr.  Shapter,  for  other  parties,  cited  8  if  9  Vict.  c.  106, 
s.  6 ;  May  v.  Roper  (i). 


Mr. 


(fl)  2  Ritff.  i  Af.  360.  (e)  1  Aty/.  4  K.  683. 

(6)  2  P.  Wm.  607.  (/)  8th  edition,  549. 

(c)  I  Atk.  280.  (g)  6  Sim.  420. 

(d)  9  Mod.,  and  stated  in  3  (A)  2  %/.  4*  K.  181. 
Ryu.  79,  n.  (i)  4  Sim.  360. 
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1862.  Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Toller^  in  support  of  the  Master's 

report.  First,  a  possibility  belonging  to  a  wife,  which 
cannot  fall  into  possession  during  the  coverture,  cannot 

I>AT.  be  alienated  by  her  husband.  This  is  distinctly  stated 
in  the  note  to  Coke  on  LUtleton(a).  Again,  Mr.  Preston 
states,  "  It  is  observable,  however,  that  if  the  wife  have 
a  possibility  of  a  term  (6),  which  cannot,  by  any  means, 
vest  in  the  husband  during  coverture,  the  husband's 
release  or  other  disposition  will  not  affect  her;  but  he 
and  his  wife  together  may  bind  this  possibility  by  a  fine 
8ur  concesserunt."  And  in  Mr.  Jarman's  Edition  of 
Bythewood{c),  there  is  a  distinction  between  a  possibi- 
lity which  may  accrue  during  the  coverture,  and  one 
which  cannot,  Dalbiac  v.  Dalbiac  {d).  In  Donne  v. 
Hart{e),  the  contingency  might  have  happened  during 
the  marriage,  and  therefore  that  authority  does  not  go- 
vern the  present  case.  At  law  a  possibility  cannot  be 
assigned,  though  it  might  be  barred  by  a  fine.  It  is, 
however,  assignable  in  equity ;  but  the  Court  will  not 
aid  a  husband  in  depriving  his  wife  of  a  reversionary 
provision  provided  for  her  benefit,  Richards  v.  Cham- 
bers {f),  Whittle  V.  Henning{g). 

So  the  law  is  stated  by  Lord  Holt  in  Gagev,  Acton{h). 
He  says,  "Where  the  wife  hath  any  right  or  duty  which, 
by  possibility,  may  happen  to  accrue  during  the  cover- 
ture, the  husband  may,  by  release,  discharge  it;  but 
where  the  wife  hath  a  right  or  duty  which,  by  no  possi- 
bility, can  accrue  to  her  during  coverture,  the  husband 
cannot  release  it." 

Secondly. 

(a)  Page  351  a,  19th  edition.  (rf)  16  Ves.  122. 

(6)    1  Abttractt,   343,    citing  (c)  2  R.  6^  M.  360. 

Wing,  Mux.  213,  pL  13 ;  1 0  Rep.  (  /)  10  Ves.  580. 

51    a;   1   Imt.  46  b,  351a;  9  (g)  11  Bear.  222,  and  2  PAiV- 

Mod.  104.  lips,  731. 

(f)  Vol.  9,  p.  11  (2nd  edition  )  (A)  1  Salk.  326. 
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Secondly.  By  the  terms  of  his  contract,  the  husband  1852. 
was  precluded  from  defeating  the  prorision  contracted 
for  by  his  wife  prior  to  the  marriage.  The  property 
being  the  wife's,  the  husband  and  the  wife,  being  then  Dat, 
respectively  sui  juris,  agreed  that  it  should  be  conveyed 
to  trustees,  upon  the  trusts  after  declared.  The  wife 
says,  "  If  I  survive  you,  I  stipulate  for  the  property 
absolutely ;  but  if  you  survive  me,  you  shall  have  a  life 
estate  only  in  it."  How  can  the  husband,  in  the  face 
of  this  contract,  contend,  that  the  instant  after  his  mar- 
riage he  may  defeat  the  provision  contracted  for  by  his 
wife  out  of  her  own  property,  and  by  assignment  subvert 
his  own  contract  ? 


ITke  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  effect  would  be,  to  give  him  a  greater  interest,  in 
case  his  wife  survived  him,  than  he  would  have  if  he 
were  the  survivor.] 

If  the  husband  and  his  assignees  are  compelled  to 
seek  the  assistance  of  this  Court,  they  must  do  equity 
on  their  side,  Sturgis  v.  Champneys  {a). 

Mr.  Stuart,  in  reply.  The  text  writers  are  no  autho- 
rity. They  are  all  copied  from  Mr.  Butlers  note,  which 
is  unsupported  by  any  decision,  and  was  modified  in 
subsequent  editions.  If  the  power  of  assignment  de- 
pended upon  the  interest  falling  into  possession  during 
coverture,  Donne  v.  Hart  is  decisive,  for  there  it  did 
not,  and  yet  the  assignment  was  held  valid.  Whatever 
interest  the  wife  had  in  the  term,  beyond  that  settled  to 
her  separate  use,  actually  vested  in  the  husband,  and  he 
could  dispose  of  it  like  any  other  person. 

Secondly. 
(0)  5  Myl.  4-  Cr.  105. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Secondly.  The  reversionary  interest  not  being  settled 
to  the  wife's  separate  use  in  the  same  way  as  her  life 
estate,  the  husband's  control  over  it  is  not  affected. 
The  result  of  the  principle  contended  for  on  the  other 
side  would  be,  to  prevent  those  parties  dealing  with 
their  property  even  to  escape  starvation. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


April  1.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  case  comes  on  upon  exceptions  to  the  Master's 
report,  who  has  found  that  the  indentures  of  1838, 
1839  and  1842,  do  not  constitute  good  and  effectual 
incumbrances  upon  the  estate  and  interest  of  Mrs.  Gol- 
borne  in  certain  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  settle- 
ment of  1812,  executed  upon  the  marriage  of  Mrs.  Gol- 
borne  with  her  late  husband.  The  question  to  be 
determined  is,  whether,  having  regard  to  the  terms  of 
the  settlement  of  1812  and  the  subject-matter  of  the 
settlement,  the  husband  can  dispose  of  the  reversion  of 
his  wife  in  the  chattel  real  which  is  the  subject  of  this 
settlement. 

His  Honor  stated  the  above  circumstances  of  the  case 
and  proceeded : — 

The  question  is,  whether  the  husband  could  ef- 
fectually dispose  of  the  wife's  reversionary  term  in  a 
real  estate,  under  an  instrument  containing  limitations 
to  the  effect  I  have  above  stated.  At  common  law  the 
husband,  who  is  bound  to  support  the  wife  and  to  pay 
all  her  debts,  whether  contracted  before  or  during  co- 
verture, acquires  an  absolute  interest  in  all  the  personal 

chattels 
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chattels  and  estate  of  which  the  wife  is  actually  pos-  1852. 
sessed,  or  to  which  she  is  entitled  at  any  time  during  her 
coverture,  with  this  condition,  that,  so  far  as  regards 
her  choses  in  action^  they  must  be  reduced  into  posses- 
sion by  the  husband,  to  entitle  him  to  dispose  of  them. 
With  respect  to  the  real  estate  of  the  wife,  the  husband 
has  no  power  over  it,  except  that  he  is  entitled  to  the 
sums  due  to  the  wife  for  rent  during  the  coverture,  and 
has  a  contingent  interest,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy, 
daring  his  life.  Terms  of  years  belong  properly  to  the 
former  class  of  what  is  the  personal  property  of  the 
wife. 

It  is  quite  settled,  that  at  law,  a  husband  may  dispose 
of  the  wife's  term  which  is  vested  in  him,  whether  the 
wife's  beneficial  interest  in  it  is  to  arise  hereafter  or 
inamediately.  In  Donne  v.  Hart  (a),  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  decided,  that  there  is  no  difference  in  equity  be- 
tween the  legal  interest  in  a  term  and  the  trusts  of  a 
term,  and  held,  that  the  assignment  by  the  husband  of 
the  reversion  of  the  wife  in  a  chattel  real  was  a  good 
and  effectual  disposition  of  it,  and  bound  the  wife  who 
survived  the  husband.  This  has  always  been  since 
considered  to  be  good  law ;  it  has  been  followed  and 
approved  in  various  cases  which  were  cited  to  me,  and 
to  which  I  do  not  consider  it  necessary  more  particularly 
to  refer.  In  these  and  indeed  in  most  of  the  modern 
cases  which  have  any  reference  to  this  subject,  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  wife's  reversion  in  chattels  per- 
sonal, that  is,  in  the  wife's  choses  in  action  and  her 
reversion  in  chattels  real  or  in  terms  of  years,  has  been 
carefully  maintained,  and  the  distinction  ought  certainly 
to  be  constantly  borne  in  mind  in  considering  cases  of 
this  description.     And  if  this  were  a  case  resembling, 

in 
(<i)  2  Ruu,  4-  M.  360. 
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in  its  circamstances^  the  case  of  Donne  v.  Hearty  I  should 
certainly  follow  that  case. 

Day.  a  distinction  however  is  taken,  in  this  case,  arising 

from  the  limitations  of  the  settlement,  which  is  of  great 
importance,  although  somewhat  refined.  It  is  this  : — 
although  the  general  law  as  stated  above  is  not  disputed, 
it  is  contended,  that  the  power  of  the  husband  to  dis- 
pose of  the  reversionary  trust  term  of  the  wife  is  con- 
fined to  those  cases  where  the  reversion  is  so  limited, 
that  it  might,  by  possibility,  vest  in  the  wife  during 
coverture,  but  that  in  those  cases,  where  the  term  is  so 
limited,  that  the  wife  could  not,  by  possibility,  take 
any  interest  in  it  during  the  coverture,  there  the  hus- 
band cannot  dispose  of  it.  Thus  for  instance,  where 
a  term  is  limited  to  the  husband  during  the  joint  lives 
of  the  husband  and  wife,  and  then  to  the  survivor  of 
them,  or  if  a  term  be  limited  to  the  wife,  in  case  she 
survive  her  husband  and  upon  his  death,  then  it  is 
urged,  that  as  this  is  an  interest  which  the  husband 
could  not  enjoy,  so  it  is  one  that  he  cannot  dispose  of. 
There  is  no  question  in  the  case,  that  the  limitation  of 
the  reversion  of  the  wife  in  the  term  settled  is  such 
that  it  could  not  vest  in  possession  during  the  life  of  the 
husband. 

This  is  the  main  point  urged  on  the  part  of  the  wife ; 
but  in  addition  to  it,  and  to  some  extent  as  auxiliary  to 
it,  it  is  further  contended,  that  in  this  individual  case, 
the  frame  and  scope  of  the  settlement,  or  what  in  some 
cases  has  been  called  ''the  truth  and  honour  of  the 
settlement,"  forbid  the  husband's  disposition  of  the 
reversion  of  his  wife  in  this  term.  It  is,  in  truth, 
obvious,  on  the  first  perusal  of  the  settlement,  that  if 
the  doctrine  contended  for  on  behalf  of  the  husband 
and  those  claiming  under  him  can  be  sustained,  the 

whole 
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whole  scope  and  object  of  the  settlement  is  defeated.  1852. 
The  husband  has  contracted,  that  in  case  of  there 
being  issue  of  the  marriage  and  of  his  surviving  his 
wife,  he  is  to  take  no  more  than  a  life  estate  in  the 
term,  with  remainder  to  the  issue  of  the  marriage  after 
his  decease ;  and  he  has  further  contracted,  that  in  case 
there  be  issue  of  the  marriage  and  his  wife  should 
survive  him,  she  shall  take  an  absolute  interest  in  the 
hereditaments  comprised  in  the  term ;  and  yet,  if  the 
doctrine  urged  on  his  behalf  is  to  prevail,  he  will  take 
the  absolute  interest  in  the  term,  although  the  wife  be 
the  survivor,  although  he  has  contracted  that  he  is  in 
that  event  to  take  nothing,  and  although,  if  he  himself 
be  the  survivor,  he  will  only  take  a  life  interest  The 
cases  of  Richards  v.  C/iambers  (a)  and  Seaman  v. 
DuiU(a)  are  cited  in  support  of  this  view  of  the  case; 
in  which  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  shows, 
that  if  an  application  had  been  made  to  this  Court  to 
transfer  property  so  settled  to  the  husband,  on  the  con- 
sent of  the  wife,  the  Court  would,  notwithstanding  such 
consent,  have  refused  to  make  any  such  order. 

I  do  not,  however,  consider  it  necessary  to  decide 
this  question,  inasmuch  as  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
distinction  above  taken  is  correct,  and  that  the  power 
of  the  husband  to  dispose  of  the  reversionaiy  interest 
of  the  wife  in  chattels  real  depends  upon  the  circum- 
stance whether  such  interest  could  have  vested  in  pos- 
session during  the  coverture.  I  have  come  to  this  con- 
clusion, not  upon  the  ground  that  this  reversion  was  a 
mere  possibility  of  the  wife,  and  that  as  such  it  could 
not  be  assigned,  which  is  a  doctrine  asserted  in  some 
of  the  earlier  cases,  and  countenanced  by  considerable 
authority  of  an  older  period,  but  which  doctrine  is  un- 
doubtedly 
(a)  10  Fa.  580. 
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doubtedly  exploded  by  the  later  decisions;  but  I  have 
arrived  at  this  conclusion  on  the  ground,  that  this  is  a 
possibility  which  could  not  vest  in  the  husband  during 
coverture,  and  that  a  possibility  which  cannot  so  vest 
is  not  assignable  by  the  husband. 

In  Gage  v.  Acton  {a)  Lord  C.  J.  Holt  held,  that 
"  where  the  wife  hath  any  right  or  duty  which,  by 
possibility,  may  happen  to  accrue  during  the  coverture, 
the  husband  may  by  release  discharge  it,  but  where  the 
wife  hath  a  right  or  duty  which  by  no  possibility  can 
accrue  to  her  during  coverture,  the  husband  cannot 
release  it."  It  is  true  that  his  opinion  was  overruled 
by  the  other  Judges,  but  the  subsequent  authorities 
enforce  and  confirm  his  view  of  this  case.  I  may  here 
observe,  that  in  Milbourn  v.  JEwart  (i).  Lord  Kent/on 
disapproved  of  the  general  reasoning  ^f  Lord  Holt  in 
Gage  v.  Acton,  though  not  on  this  particular  point. 
The  question  was,  whether  a  bond  given  by  an  in- 
tended husband  to  his  wife,  payable  after  his  death  and 
as  a  provision  for  her,  was  released  by  the  marriage,  and 
Lord  Kent/on  says,  "  I  cannot  but  lament,  that  he  (Lord 
Holt)  had  recourse  to  such  flimsy  and  technical  reason- 
ings to  enforce  a  case  so  directly  against  law  and  con- 
science," and  he  adds,  "  I  am  glad  to  find,  that,  even  in 
that  case,  the  opinions  of  the  two  other  Judges  occa- 
sioned a  majority  against  that  of  Lord  Holt;  and  if 
those  two  Judges  had  been  of  less  eminence  than 
Mr.  J.  Gould  and  Mr.  J.  Turton  were,  I  should  not 
have  thought  that  much  deference  ought  to  be  paid  to 
the  opinion  of  Lord  Holt  there  delivered,  which  was  as 
repugnant  to  the   rules  of  law  as  of  equity."     The 

effect 

(o)  1  Salk.  326 ;  1  Ld.  Eaym,      Chancery,  237. 
515;  2  Vem.  480;  Precedents  in         (6)  5  Term  Rep.  381. 
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effect  of  the  decision  of  Sir  William  Grant  in  Dalhiac        1852. 
V.  Dalbiac  (a)  is  similar  to  the  dictum  of  Lord  Holt.  ^-^^v-"^ 

DUBERLET 

The  case^  however,  which  most  plainly  states  and  acts  Dat. 
on  this  distinction,  is  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Shaw  v.  Stew- 
ard{J>).  In  that  case,  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  of  the 
husband  claimed  the  reversion  in  a  term,  which  was  given 
to  the  wife  after  the  decease  of  the  husband,  or  in  case 
he  should  give  up  possession  of  the  house,  or  in  case  he 
should  mortgage  it.  It  was  argued  for  the  wife,  that 
this  was  a  mere  possibility  which  was  not  assignable  by 
the  husband.  But  on  behalf  of  the  assignees,  it  was  con- 
tended, that  inasmuch  as  it  was  a  possibility  which  might 
vest  in  the  wife  during  coverture,  it  was  assignable  by  the 
husband,  and  that  consequently  it  passed  to  his  assignees 
in  bankruptcy.  And  it  was,  upon  this  ground  and  upon 
this  distinction,  as  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  decision 
was  founded,  although  it  is  to  be  regretted  that  the 
grounds  of  their  decision  are  not  so  clear  and  distinct 
on  this  subject  as  might  be  desired ;  but  as  I  understand 
that  decision,  it  was  on  this  principle  alone  that  the 
assignees  were  held  entitled  to  recover.  It  appears 
also  to  me,  that  there  is  a  clear  and  intelligible  principle 
to  be  discovered  in  this  doctrine,  although,  at  first  sight, 
it  appears  to  be  somewhat  refined.  As  far,  also,  as  1 
can  collect,  both  from  the  books  and  from  such  expe- 
rience as  I  possess  in  this  matter,  it  has  been  the  prac- 
tice of  conveyancers  to  recognise  and  to  act  upon  this 
distinction.  In  addition  to  which  consideration  I  am 
confirmed  in  the  view  I  take  of  this  case,  by  reflecting  . 
that  in  acting  upon  this  distinction,  I  shall  be  carrying 
into  eflfect  what  was  the  plain  and  obvious  meaning  of 
the  contract  entered  into  on  the  marriage  of  the  parties. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  Master  was  right 
and  the  exceptions  to  his  report  must  be  overruled. 
(a)  16  Va.  116.  (6)  1  Ad.  if  EIL  300. 
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1852. 


March  10,  29.  IVE  V.  KING. 

April  2. 
Distinction       rilHE  testator  by  his  will,  dated  in  1819,  gave  a  real 
^•t^t^^"V"ft  estate  and  his  residuary  personal  estate  to  his 

after  a  be-        wife,  for  life,  which  after  her  death  he  gave  to  Ive  and 
sons  as  a^clats,  -^*^^<^^>  ^^  ^^''^^^  ^^  convert  into  money,  and  to  retain  the 
andonefol-      expenses,  and  a  legacy  of  16/.     He  then  proceeded  to 
to  individuals    dispose  of  his  residuary  estate  as  follows : — 
nomwflfww.  «  ^^  whatever  may  be  then  remaining  in  their  hands, 

J.  for  life,  and  I  direct  may  be  divided  into  two  equal  parts,  the  one 
equaUy^be-  DQoiety  or  half  share  thereof  I  give  in  five  equal  shares: 
tween  a  num-  that  is,  one  share  to  Elizabeth,  the  widow  of  day  late 
byname,  and   brother  Georye  [DevereW];  one  share  to  my  brother 

in  case  of  the    William;  one  share  to  my  brother  Thomas;  one  share  to 

death  of  any  of  .  ,      "^ 

them  before  il.,  my  sister  Mary  Merrick;  and  the  remaining  to  my  sister 

dvi'shw^    -B/t^afe^M  Edwards.   And  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  or 

go  to  their  re-  either  of  them  before  my  said  wife  Elizabeth,  then  their 

dren,  and  in"    respective  shares  to  go  to  their  respective  husbands  or 

failure  of  chil-  ^Jves,  if  any,  and  if  not,  then  to  their  respective  chil- 
dren to  the  7^7  7  r 

survivors.  dren, 

The  following 

points  were  decided  as  to  the  several  original  legatees : — First,  Ann  was  deceased  at 

the  date  of  the   will;   Held  nevertheless,  that  her  children  took  by  substitution. 

Secondly,  William  was  living  at  the  date  of  the  will,  but  he  died  before  the  testator; 

Held  also  that  his  children  took  his  share,  and  that  the  class  was  to  be  ascertained  at 

the  death  of  the  testator.    Thirdly,  Thomat  survived  the  testator  and  died  in  the  life- 

of  the  widow ;    Held  that  his  children  took,  but  were  to  be  ascertained  at  Thomas* t 

death.     Fourthly,  it  was  held,  that  to  entitle  a  child  to  take,  it  was  not  necessary  that 

he  should  survive  the  tenant  for  life.     Fifthly,  Charlet  died  without  issue.     Held,  that 

the  survivortf  were  to  be  ascertained  at  his  death,  and  not  at  the  death  of  the  tenant 

for  life. 

Bequest  to  A,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  B.,  C.  and  D  ,  with  a  substitutional  gift 
of  their  "  respective  shares,"  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  of  them.  Held  tliat  B.,  C. 
and  JD.  took  as  tenants  in  common. 

A  residue  was  given  to  the  wife  for  life,  and  afterwards  in  separate  moieties  to 
different  persons.  One  moiety  was  given  over  *'  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  or  either 
of  them  before  my  said  wife"  and  the  other  **  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  or  either  of 
them,"  without  specifying  any  period.  Held,  under  the  circumstances,  that  the  gift 
over  in  both  cases  was  to  be  construed  on  death  **  be/ore  nty  said  wife" 
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dreo,  and  in  failure  of  children^  then  to  the  survivors  of       1852. 
them,  share  and  share  alike. 

"And  the  other  moiety  or  half  .part  thereof  I  give 
as  follows: — 10/.  thereof  to  Ann  Edwards ^  sister  of 
Edward  Edwards,  should  she  be  then  living,  as  a  token 
of  my  wife's  friendship  for  her,  and  the  remainder  of  the 
said  moiety  or  half  part  to  my  wife's  sister  Ann  Smith, 
her  brother  Charles  King,  her  brother  John  King,  her 
brother  Henry  King,  and  her  brother  Thomas  King, 
And  in  the  case  of  the  death  of  any  or  either  of  them^ 
then  their  respective  shares  to  their  children,  if  any,  and 
if  not,  then  to  the  survivors  of  them,  share  and  share 
alike." 

The  testator  died  in  1837  and  his  widow  in  1849. 

The  state  of,  and  changes  in,  the  families  of  the  lega- 
tees were  complicated,  and  it  is  intended  to  limit  the 
statement  to  such  facts  only,  as  are  necessary  in  order  to 
understand  the  principle  of  the  decision. 

Ann  Smith  died  prior  to  the  date  of  the  will,  and  she 
left  children,  who  were  still  living. 

William  Veverell  died  between  the  date  of  the  will 
and  the  death  of  the  testator.  He  left  three  children, 
who  survived  the  testator,  but  one  of  them,  William 
Deverell  the  younger,  died  in  the  life  of  the  widow. 

Thomas  Deverell  survived  the  testator  and  died  in  the 
life  of  the  widow,  leaving  children. 

Elizabeth  Edwards  died  in  the  testator's  life;  she 
had  two  children,  John  and  Thomas,  of  whom  John 
died  in  the  life  of  the  widow. 

Charles 
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Charles  King  died  without  children  in  the  testator's 
life,  and  his  surviving  brothers  then  were,  Henry  King 
(who  was  still  living)  and  Thomas  King,  who  died  in 
the  life  of  the  widow. 

Mr.  Eddis  and  Mr.  Browell  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Pownall  for  the  two  children  of  Elizabeth 
Deverell,  and  the  surviving  child  of  John  King. 

First. — The  children  take  by  substitution,  notwith- 
standing their  parents  may  have  died  before  the  testator : 
Smith  V.  Smith  {a);  Giles  v.  Giles  {b).  The  case  of 
Thornhill  v.  Thornhill  (c)  has  been  overruled  by  Collins 
y,  Johnson  (d). 

Secondly. — ^Those  children  only  can  take  who  sur- 
vived the  widow,  Salisbury  v.  Petty  (e). 

Thirdly. — ^The  second  moiety  is  not  given  in  shares 
like  the  first,  and  therefore  the  legatees  take  as  joint 
tenants. 

Fourthly. — As  to  Ann  Smith,  who  was  dead  at  the 
date  of  the  will,  her  children  cannot  take  by  substitu- 
tion, for  she  was  not  capable  of  taking,  Gray  v.  Gar- 
man  (f).  As  to  that  portion  there  is  therefore  an  intes- 
tacy. He  also  cited  Le  Jeune  v.  Le  Jeune{g),  and 
JRanelagh  v.  Ranehgh  (A). 

Mr.  Smythe,  for  Thomas  Edwards,  the  surviving  son 

of 

(a)  8  Sim  353.  (0  3  HarCy  93. 

(6)  8  Sim,  360.  (/)  2  Hare,  268. 

(c)  4  Mad.  377.  ig)  2  Keen,  701. 

(d)  8  Sim.  356,  n.,  and  4  Law  {h)  2  My  I.  4-  K.  441. 
J.  {N.  S.)  Ch.  226. 
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o(  EHxabeth  Edwards,  coDtended,  that  those  children 
only  took  by  sabstitution  who  survived  the  tenant  for 
life  (a);  and  that  as  a  class  of  children  they  took  as 
joint  tenants.  That  John  Edwards,  therefore,  who 
died  before  the  widow,  took  no  part  of  the  legacy.  He 
cited  Cripps  v.  WokoU{b). 

Mr.  Fane,  for  the  personal  representatives  of  John 
EduHxrds,  the  son  of  Elizabeth  Edwards,  who  died  in 
the  life  of  the  widow.  —  The  children  took  a  vested 
interest  on  the  death  of  their  parents,  and  although 
tbey  died  in  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life,  their  repre- 
sentatives became  entitled  to  receive  their  shares :  Lyon 
y.  Coward {c);  Masters  v.  Scales  (d).  Secondly,  they 
took  as  tenants  in  common,  for  **  the  Court  decrees 
a  tenancy  in  common  as  much  as  it  can :"  Jolliffe  v. 
East(e). 

Mr.  Baggallay,  for  Henry  King,  the  only  original 
legatee  who  survived  the  tenant  for  life,  argued,  that 
the  children  of  Ann  Smith  could  not  take,  because  their 
parent  was  dead  at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  that  the 
second  moiety  was  at  all  events  divisible  into  fourths. 
Secondly,  that  the  second  moiety  was  given  in  joint 
tenancy,  and  that  the  whole  belonged  to  Henry  by 
survivorship.  He  cited  Christopherson  v.  Naylor(f); 
Tytherleighy.Harbin{g);  Gray  y.  Gar  man  {h);  Thorn- 
hill  v.  ThomhilHi);  Waugh  v.  Waugh{}i). 

Mr.  H.  C.  Jones,  for  the  children  of  Henry  King, 

cited, 

(a)  2  Jarman  on  WiUt,  105.  (,f)  1  Mer.  320. 

(6)  4  Madd.  11.  (g)  6  Sim.  329. 

(0  15  Sim.  287.  (A)  2  Hare,  268. 

((0  13  Beao.  60.  (i)  4  Madd.  377. 

(«)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  27.  (k)  2  Myl.  *  K.  41. 

VOL.  XVI.  B 
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cited,  in  addition  to  the  other  authorities,  Crowder  v. 
Stone  {a) ;  Leeming  v.  Sherratt  (i). 

Mr.  Sidebotiom^  for  the  children  of  Ann  Smithy  who 
died  three  years  before  the  testator,  relied  on  Jarvis  y. 
Pond(c);  Bebb  v.  Beckwith(d);  and  argued,  that  the 
children  were  equally  the  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty, 
whether  their  parents  were  living  or  dea4. 

Coulthurst  V.  Carter  (e)  and  Edwards  v.  Edwards  (/) 
were  also  referred  to  during  the  argument. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

Upon  most  of  the  various  points  which  have  been 
argued,  I  intend  to  reserve  my  judgment,  as  the  same 
points  are  under  my  consideration  in  Coulthurst  v. 
Carter;  but  on  one  point,  I  may  now  express  my 
opinion. 

As  to  the  second  moiety  of  the  residue,  I  think  there 
is  a  tenancy  in  common,  and  not  a  joint  tenancy.  It  is 
given  to  Ann  Smith,  Charles  King,  John  King,  Henry 
King  and  Thomas  King,  but  it  is  evident  that  the  tes- 
tator intended  them  to  take  distinct  and  separate  shares, 
for  he  goes  on  to  direct,  that  in  case  of  the  death 
of  any  of  them,  *'  their  respective'*  shares  shall  go  to 
their  children,  &c.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  he  in- 
tended each  to  take  one-fifth,  in  the  same  manner  as 
he  had  given  the  other  moiety,  and  that  they  were  to 
take  share  and  share  alike.  I  am  of  opinion  that  they 
took  as  tenants  in  common,  and  I  will  reserve  other 
questions. 

The 
(a)  3  Rum.  217.  {d)  2  Beav.  308. 

(6)  2  Hare,  14.  {e)  15  Beav.  421. 

(c)  9  Sim.  549.  (/)  lb.  357. 
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1852. 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  been  desirous  to  give  my  judgment  in  this  case 
immediately  after  the  case  of  CouUhurst  v.  Carter  (a),  March  29. 
because  each,  in  different  ways,  illustrates  the  rules 
which  govern  cases  of  this  description,  when  one  legatee 
is  substituted  for  another  in  case  of  death,  either  in  the 
case  of  prior  legatees,  whether  he  be  a  specified  indi- 
vidual or  one  of  a  particular  class  to  be  ascertained. 

The  questions  in  this  case  arise  upon  the  construction 
of  the  residuary  clause  in  the  testator's  will,  made  on 
the  26th  of  February.  1819. 

The  gift  was  to  the  following  effect.  [HU  Honor 
read  it.'] 

The  testator  died  on  the  8th  of  June,  1837,  and  his 
widow,  the  tenant  for  life,  died  on  the  24tb  of  January, 
1849.  All  the  five  persons  named  as  legatees  of  the 
first  half  of  the  residue  were  alive  at  the  date  of  the 
will ;  three  of  them  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator 
leaving  children,  six  of  whom  are  still  living,  and  de- 
fendants to  this  cause ;  the  remaining  two  legatees  sur- 
vived the  testator,  but  died  before  the  tenant  for  life. 
They  both  left  children,  seven  of  whom  are  now  living, 
and  defendants  to  this  suit. 

Of  the  legatees  of  the  other  moiety,  one  of  them,ilnn 
Smith,  had  died  before  the  date  of  the  will,  leaving  four 
children,  who  are  all  alive  and  parties  to  this  cause. 
Two  others  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  one 
without  issue  and  the  other  leaving  children,  of  whom 

two 

(a)  15  Bmv.  421. 
£2 
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two  are  now  alive  and  Defendants  to  this  suit.  The  fifth 
legatee,  Henry  King,  is  the  only  one  of  the  legatees 
named  in  his  will  who  has  survived  the  tenant  for  life. 

In  this  state  of  things  it  is  obvious  that  there  are  four 
classes  of  persons  claiming  as  legatees,  and  a  fifth  class 
claiming  the  personal  estate  as  undisposed  of  as  next  of 
kin  of  the  testator. 

1.  The  first  class  is  that  of  the  legatees  who  survived 
the  tenant  for  life,  and  .this  is  confined  to  Henry  King, 

2.  The  second  class  consists  of  the  children  of  the  le- 
gatees who  survived  the  testator,  but  died  during  the 
lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life.  In  this  class  are  six 
children  of  Mary  Merrick  and  four  children  of  Thomas 
King, 

3.  The  third  class  consists  of  the  children  of  the  le- 
gatees who  died  before  the  testator.  This  class  includes 
three  children  of  Mlizabeth  Deverell,  two  of  William 
Deverell,  two  of  Elizabeth  Edwards  and  two  of  John 
King. 

4.  And  the  fourth  class,  which  consists  of  the  children 
of  a  legatee  named  in  the  will,  but  who,  in  fact,  was 
then  dead.  This  class  is  confined  to  the  four  children 
of  Ann  Smith, 

It  was  contended,  in  the  first  place,  on  behalf  of 
Henry  King,  that  these  gifts  were  in  joint  tenancy,  but 
this  I  disposed  of  at  the  hearing,  and  expressed  my 
opinion,  that  the  legatees  took  as  tenants  in  common. 
There  is  no  question  but  that  Henry  King  is  entitled  to 
one-fifth  of  one-half  of  the  residue,  but  he  is  not,  in  my 

opinion, 
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opinion,  on  the  ground  of  joint  tenancy  or  survivorshipi        1852. 
entitled  to  a  larger  share. 

With  respect  to  the  second  and  third  classes,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  children  of  the  legatees  who  would 
have  taken*  if  they  had  survived  the  tenant  for  life,  are 
entitled  to  take  their  parents'  share.  It  is  to  be  ob- 
served, in  this  case,  that  the  gift  is  not  to  a  class  of 
persons  to  be  ascertained  at  any  particular  period ;  in 
which  case,  as  the  class  would  not  be  ascertained  till  a 
later  period,  either  the  death  of  the  testator  or  the  death 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  the  children  of  one  of  that  class 
could  have  taken  by  substitution,  only  in  the  event  of  its 
having  been  possible  that  the  parent  could  have  taken. 
Bat  this  is  a  case  where  two  moieties  of  the  residue, 
each  of  which  is  given  in  five  shares  to  five  named  and 
specified  legatees,  with  a  direction,  that  if  any  one 
should  have  died,  the  wife  or  husband  of  the  deceased 
legatee  should  take  the  legatee's  share,  and  that  if  there 
should  be  no  wife  or  husband,  then  that  the  respective 
children  of  the  legatees  should  take  the  legatees'  share. 

The  distinction  which  is  to  be  found  in  cases  of  this 

description  is  to  this  efiect : — If  a  testator  give  a  legacy 

to  a  class  of  persons,  such  as  the  children  of  il.,  and 

goes  on  to  provide,  that  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  one 

of  the  children  of  A.  before  the  period  of  distribution, 

the  issue  of  such  child  shall  take  their  parent's  share, 

such  issue  cannot  take,  unless  the  parent  might  have 

taken;  and  consequently,  if  a  child  of  A,  be  dead  at  the 

date  of  the  will  or  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  issue 

of  that  child  cannot  take  anything.    This  is  the  principle 

I  have  already  stated,  in  Coulthurst  v.  Carter  (a),  to  be 

established  by  Peel  v.  Callow  (b),  Waugh  v.  Waugh{c)^ 

Chrisiophersan  v.  Naylar{d)j  and  many  other  cases. 

But 
(a)  15  Beawin,  421.  (c)  9  Sim,  372. 

(6)  2  if.  4-  K.  41.  (</)  1  Mer.  320. 
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1862.  But  if  the  original  legacy  be  not  to  a  clasSy  but  to  a 

named  individual  legatee,  with  a  direction  that  in  case 
of  death  of  the  legatee  before  payment,  the  legacy  is  to 
go  to  another  person,  although  the  death  of  the  legatee 
occurs  before  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  gift  over 
takes  effect,  upon  the  presumption  that  such  ulterior 
legatee  was  substituted,  in  order  to  prevent  a  lapse  of 
the  legacy.  This  is  decided  in  Miller  v.  Warren  (a), 
Darrel  v.  Molesworth  (i),  in  Haughton  v.  Harrison  (c), 
in  MacKinnon  y.  Peach  {d\  and  in  several  other  cases. 

It  is  this  latter  principle  which,  in  my  opinion,  ap- 
plies to  the  cases  of  this  will,  and  the  terms  of  this  resi- 
duary bequest  bring  it  within  the  case  of  Le  Jeunt  v. 
Le  Jeune  (e),  to  which  I  was  referred.  I  could  not,  in 
my  opinion,  exclude  these  children  and  the  second  and 
third  classes  from  the  share  given  to  the  prior  legatee, 
without  reversing  that  class  of  cases  to  which  I  have  re- 
ferred, and  of  which  Le  Jeune  v.  Le  Jeune  is  an  instance. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  in  every  case  where 

the  testator  specified  some  individual  legatee,  who  was 

alive  at  the  date  of  the  will,  but  who  had  died  before 

the  tenant  for  life,  and  who  left  children  who  survived 

the  tenant  for  life,  that  in  all  these  cases,  the  children 

of  that  legatee  are  entitled  to  take  the  share  which  the 

legatee  would  have  taken  if  then  living.     It  is  proper 

to  notice  a  difference  which  occurs  in  the  wording  of 

the  gift  over  of  the  two  moieties  of  the  residue,  one  is, 

"  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  or  either  of  them  before  my 

said  wife  Elizabeth^*  and  the  other  is,  "  in  case  of  the 

death  of  any  or  either  of  them^^  without  specifying  any 

period  within  which  the  death  was  to  take  place,  and 

which 
(a)  2  Vtm.  207.  (li)  2  Kttn,  555. 

(6)  16.378.  (0  16.701. 

(f)  2  Alk,  329. 
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which  period  therefore  might   have  reference  to  the        1852. 
death  of  the  testator,  or  to  the  death  of  the  tenant  for 
life.    I  am  of  opinion,  however,  that  these  words,  in 
both  cases,  must  be  held  to  apply  to  the  same  event, 
?iz.  the  cootingency  of  death  before  the  death  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  and  that  no  just  argument  can  be  de- 
duced from  the  absence  of  these  words,  **  before  my 
said  wife  Elizabeth,'*  in  the  disposition  of  the  second 
moiety  of  the  residue,  but  that  the  same  principle  and 
rale  of  construction  applies  to  both. 

The  next  question  is,  how  far  the  observations  I  have 
already  made  and  the  principles  I  have  referred  to 
apply  to  the  case  of  the  children  of  Ann  Smithy  who 
were  dead  at  the  date  of  the  will.  The  cases  of 
Tytkerleigh  v.  Harbin(a),  Giles  v.  Giles {b)y  and  Jarvis 
V.  P(md(c),  do  not,  as  it  appears  to  me,  apply  to  this 
case.  In  those  cases,  the  gift  was  to  the  children  as  ori- 
ginal, not  as  substituted  legatees,  and  it  was  on  that 
principle  that,  according  to  what  I  considered  to  be  the 
right  construction  of  the  words  of  the  will  in  the  case 
of  Coulihurst  v.  Carter  {d),  which  I  have  before  decided, 
I  held  that  issue  of  a  child  dead  at  the  time  of  the  will 
were  entitled  to  take  the  parentis  share.  But  in  this  case, 
there  is  no  gift  to  the  children  as  original  legatees ;  here 
nothing  is  given  to  them  except  by  way  of  substitution, 
and  only  in  the  case  of  the  failure  of  the  gift  to^nn  Smith. 
I  have  not  discovered  any  authority  deciding  this  point. 
I  am  however  unable  to  draw  any  distinction  between 
the  case  of  a  gift  to  a  person  known  by  the  testator  to 
be  alive  and  in  the  event  of  his  death  to  his  children, 
and  a  gift  to  a  person  whom  the  testator  may  suppose 
or  believe  to  be  living,  but  who  is  in  fact  dead,  with  a 

gift 

(a)  6  Sim.  329.  (c)  9  Sim.  549. 

(6)  8  Sim.  360.  (d)  15  Beav.  421. 
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gift  over  to  his  children  in  case  of  his  death.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  principles  and  reasons  applicable  to  the 
cases  of  the  designated  legatees  dying  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  testator,  and  which,  in  that  event,  gives  effect  to 
the  gift,  apply  equally  to  the  case  of  the  legatee  being, 
although  it  may  be  unknown  to  the  testator,  dead  at 
the  time  of  making  his  will. 

In  this  case,  the  testator  gives  one-fifth  of  one-half 
of  the  residue  to  Ann  Smithy  and  directs,  that  in  case  of 
her  death,  her  share  is  to  go  to  her  children.  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  cases  which  show  that  her  children 
would  be  entitled  under  this  bequest,  \(  Ann  Smith  had 
died  the  day  after  the  will  was  made,  apply  equally  to 
the  case  of  her  having  died  the  day  before,  and  conse- 
quently, in  the  events  which  have  happened,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  children  of  Ann  Smith  who  have  sur- 
vived the  tenant  for  life,  are  entitled  to  the  share  which 
Ann  Smith  would  herself  have  taken,  if  she  had  sur- 
vived the  tenant  for  life. 

There  are  two  other  questions  to  be  disposed  of,  one 
of  them  is,  whether  the  legal  personal  representative  of 
William  Deverell  the  younger,  the  son  of  William  Deve- 
rell,  one  of  the  legatees  of  the  first  moiety  of  the  residue, 
is  entitled  to  share  with  Mary  and  John^  the  other  chil- 
dren of  William  Deverell  the  father;  and  also  whether 
the  legal  personal  representative  of  John  EdwardSy  the 
son  of  Elizabeth  Edwards,  another  legatee  of  the  first 
moiety,  is  entitled  to  share  with  Thomas  Edwurds,  the 
surviving  son  of  Elizabeth  Edwards,  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  they  are  so  entitled.  I  have  decided  that 
the  children  of  a  deceased  legatee  take  the  parent's 
share,  in  the  case  of  the  death  of  that  legatee  before 
the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  at  whatever  time  that 
death  of  the  legatee  may  have  taken  place;  but  I  am 

of 
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of  opinion,  that  in  case  the  legatee  died  before  the        1852. 

testator,  the  class  of  the  children  of  the  legatee  to  take 
.  the  parent's  share  is  to  be  ascertained  at  the  death  of 

the  testator,  and  that  they  then  take  vested  interests  in  Kino. 
reversion,  expectant  on  the  decease  of  the  tenant  for 
h'fe,  in  their  parent's  share;  but  that  when  the  legatee 
has  sanriyed  the  testator  and  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  then  that  the  class  of  t£e  children  of  the 
legatee  so  dying  is  to  be  ascertained  on  the  death  of 
the  l^atee,  and  that  they  then  take  vested  interests  in 
reversion  in  their  parent's  share,  expectant  on  the 
decease  of  the  tenant  for  life. 

In  other  words,  the  children  of  a  deceased  legatee 
take  vested  interests  in  the  parent's  share,  whenever  the 
class  of  those  children  is  to  be  ascertained ;  and  that 
the  class  of  the  children  of  each  legatee  dying  before 
the  tenant  for  life,  is  to  be  ascertained  at  the  death  of 
the  survivor  of  the  testator  and  the  specified  legatee. 

This  only  applies  to  the  case  of  the  two  persons  I 
have  mentioned ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  in  the  case 
of  William  Deverell,  his  legal  personal  representative 
takes  one-third  of  the  share,  which  his  father  would 
have  taken  had  he  survived  the  tenant  for  life;  and  that 
in  the  case  of  John  Edwards,  his  legal  personal  repre- 
sentative takes  half  of  the  share  which  his  mother 
would  have  taken  had  she  survived  the  tenant  for  life. 

The  remaining  question  arises  on  those  words  of  the 
will  which  direct  that  the  shares  are  to  go,  in  the  case 
of  the  death  of  any  or  either  of  them  without  children, 
to  the  survivors  of  them.  The  words  clearly  apply  to 
the  five  designated  legatees,  and  Charles  King,  one  of 
those  who  died,  left  no  children,  and  the  question 
whether  his  share  is  to  go  to  Henry  King,  who  was 

the 
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1852.  ^^6  ^^^^  legatee  who  survived  the  tenant  for  life, — or 
whether  it  goes  in  part  to  the  representative  of  Thomas 
King,  who  survived  Charles  King,  and  also  the  testator. 

KiMo.  And  I  am  of  opinion,  that  upon  the  death  of  the  sur- 
vivor of  Charles  King  and  the  testator,  the  legatees 
of  this  half  of  the  residue  then  living  took  vested 
interests  in  the  share  of  Charles;  and  consequently,  in 
the  events  which  have  happened,  that  Charles's  share 
is  divisible  between  Henry  King  and  the  representatives 
of  Thomas  King. 


April  2.  The  case  was  mentioned  again,  when 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said, — 

I  am  of  opinion  that,  in  the  case  of  those  legatees  who 
died  before  the  testator,  the  class  of  the  children  to  take 
their  parents'  share  was  to  be  ascertained  at  the  death 
of  the  testator,  and  that  they  then  took  vested  interests 
in  their  parents'  shares,  expectant  on  the  decease  of  the 
tenant  for  life ;  but  where  a  legatee  survived  the 
testator,  and  died  in  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life,  the 
class  of  his  children  was  to  be  ascertained  on  the  death 
of  the  legatee,  and  that  they  then  took  vested  interests 
in  their  parent's  share,  expectant  on  the  death  of  the 
tenant  for  life.  In  other  words,  they  took  vested 
interests  whenever  the  class  of  legatees  was  to  be 
ascertained,  that  is,  either  on  the  death  of  the  testator, 
or  of  their  respective  parents,  whichever  last  happened. 

I  think  also  that  William  DeverelVs  legal  personal 
representative  takes  one-third  of  the  share  intended  for 
his  father,  if  living;  and  that  John  Edtoards'  legal 
personal  representatives  take  one-half  of  the  share 
which  his  mother  would  have  taken  if  she  had  survived 
the  tenant  for  life. 
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PARKIN  V.  THOROLD.  JM^JTi^az. 

AN  the  25th  of  July,  1860,  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  In  equity,  the 
^    seU  to  the  Defendant  a  freehold   estate.    The  ^oTKm-*^ 
abstract  was  to  be  delivered  within  ten  days,  and  by  pletionofa 
the  fifth  condition  of  sale  it  was  stipulated  as  follows :  not,  as  at  law, 
the  purchaser  shall  pay  a  deposit,  *'  and  sign  an  agree-  °JJ?®  ««ence 
meot  for  completing  the  purchase  and  for  payment  of  tract;  bat  it 
the  residue  of  the  purchase  money  on  or  before  the  26th  ^*^  direct  * 
of  October  next,"  at  the  office  of  Mr.  F.,  "  at  which  time  stipulation  or 

and  place  the  purchoM  is  to  be  completed"  pli^Ura; 

Though 
.  time  be  not 

The  seventh  condition  provided,  **  that  m  case  the  originally  an 

completion  of  the  purchase,  through  the  default  of  the  ^"^{J^^ 

purchaser,  shall  not  take  place  on  the  26th  of  October  yet  either 

next,  the  purchaser  shall  pay  interest,  at  five  per  centi  S^^^nwrt^ 

up  to  the  time  of  actually  completing  the  purchase."        <>"  i*"  b«ing 

within  a  rea- 
The  fifteenth  condition  provided,  that  if  the  purchaser  ^^^  ^"i*' 
''  should  neglect  or  fail  to  comply  with  the  conditions  as  to  the  ne- 
and  to  complete  his  purchase  by  the  time  and  in  man-  ^^^  an^^- 
ner  aforesaid,"  his  deposit  should  be  forfeited  to  the  formit^  of  de- 
vendor,  who  should  be  at  liberty  to  resell,  &c.  different 


courts. 


The  conditions  were  signed  by  both  parties,  and  the 
deposit  paid. 

The 


1850,  July  25.     Sale. 

1850,  Oct.  17.    Letter. 

1850,  Oct.  21.     Notice  to  rescind  on  5th 

November. 
1850,  (ki.  25.    Time  fixed  to  complete. 


1850,  Nov.    5.  Extended  time  expires. 

1851,  Jan.     6.  Offer  to  produce  deed. 
1851,  Feb.  28.  Action. 

1851,  Mar.   1.  Suit. 
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1862. 


The  abstract  was  delivered,  but  difficulties  arose,  in 
consequence  of  a  settlement  dated  in  1804  having  been 
mislaid.  A  correspondence  took  place  respecting  it, 
and  on  the  17th  of  October  the  vendor's  solicitors  stated  : 
"  I  only  require  time  to  be  able  to  find  the  settlement. 
I  believe  I  have  found  out  where  it  is." 

On  the  21st  of  October^  the  purchaser's  solicitor  gave 
notice,  that  unless  the  settlement  were  produced  and  the 
other  requisitions  satisfied  on  or  before  the  6th  of  No- 
vember,  he  would  treat  the  contract  as  at  an  end,  and 
require  a  return  of  the  deposit. 

On  the  7th  of  November,  the  deposit  was  formally 
demanded.  The  vendor,  on  the  8th  of  January,  1861, 
offered  to  produce  the  deed,  but  the  purchaser  then 
stated,  that  he  had  long  abandoned  the  contract,  and  on 
the  28th  of  February,  1861,  he  brought  an  action  for 
the  recovery  of  the  deposit.  On  the  following  day  (1st 
of  March),  the  vendor  instituted  this  suit  for  the  specific 
performance  of  the  contract. 

On  a  motion  to  dissolve  the  common  injunction  to 
stay  the  proceedings  at  law,  Lord  Cranworth,  holding 
that  time  was  at  law  and  in  equity  of  the  essence  of 
the  contract,  and  that  it  had  not  been  waived,  dissolved 
the  injunction  (a).  The  action  went  on,  but  was  after- 
wards discontinued,  and  the  cause  now  came  on  for 
hearing. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Terrell,  for  the  PlaintifF. — 
Though,  at  law,  time  may  be  of  the  essence  of  the  con- 
tract, yet  in  equity,  where  there  is  no  unreasonable 
delay,  the  circumstance  that  the  purchase  is  not  com- 
pleted within  the  time  anticipated  by  both  parties,  will 
not  avoid  the  contract :  1   Sugden,  Vendors  and  Pur^ 

chasers 
(a)  See2iSim.  (N.5.)l. 
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cibMn  ( 10th  ed.)»  407;  SeianY.Slade{a);  and  see  Dor^f 
QmpeHdium,  Sec,  232  (2nd  ed.)  The  time  at  which  a 
cootract  is  ta  be  performed  is  not  essential  in  equity  as 
at  law:  Radcliffe  v.  Warrington  {b).  TaoaoLo. 

''Where  a  vendor  has  proceeded  to  make  out  his 
title,  and  has  not  been  guilty  of  gross  negligence,  equity 
will  assist  him;  although  the  title  was  not  deduced  at 
the  time  appointed  :'*  SugderCs  Concise  View,  &c.  188, 
pi.  2.  The  case  now  comes  on  under  circumstances 
differing  from  those  under  which  Lord  Cranworth  de- 
cided it,  and  is  not  therefore  governed  by  his  decision. 
Secondly,  the  Defendant  himself  has  waived  the  obli- 
gation to  complete  on  the  day  stated,  by  extending  the 
time. 

Mr.  JZ.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  Defendant. 
If  time  be  of  the  essence  of  the  contract  at  law,  there  is 
uo  reason  why  a  different  rule  of  interpretation  of  the 
same  contract  should  exist  in  this  Court  Lord  Cran- 
worth has  decided,  in  the  present  case,  that  the  contract 
was  at  an  end,  and  there  is  no  evidence  now  before  the 
Court  which  changes  the  rights  then  existing  between 
the  parties. 

But  even  if  time  be  not  essential,  still  this  Court  will 
not  interfere  where  there  have  been  laches  and  delay  on 
the  part  of  the  Plaintiff:  Lhgd  v.  Collett{c);  Guest  v. 
Homfray{d);  Alley  v.  Deschamps(e);  Harrington  v. 
Wheeler (f);  Walker  v.  Jeffregs(g).  "  The  tendency  of 
the  Court,  in  modern  cases,  has  been,  to  restrict  the 
exercise  of  its  jurisdiction  in  enforcing  specific  perform- 
ance 

(fl)  7  r«.  272.  (e)  13  Ve$,  225. 

(6)  12  Ves.  326.  {/)  4  Fei.  686. 

(c)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  469.  (g)  1  Hare,  341. 
(cQ  5  Vet.  818. 
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ance  of  contracts  to  those  cases,  in  which  the  Plaintiff 
has  been  prompt  in  seeking  his  equitable  remedy:" 
Souihcamb  v.  The  Bishop  of  Exeter  {a).  At  any  rate, 
the  purchaser  had  a  right,  by  notice,  to  limit  a  time  for 
the  completion,  and  in  default  of  the  vendors  making 
out  their  title  within  the  specified  period,  to  abandon 
the  contract:  Heaphy  v,  Hill{b);  Watson  r.  Reid(c)i 
King  V.  Wilson  {d)]  and  see  Taylor  v.  Brown  (e). 

The  extension  of  the  time  to  the  6th  of  November 
was  for  the  accommodation  of  the  vendors,  and  its  effect 
must  be  limited  to  that  period. 

Mr.  Stuart,  in  reply,  referred  to  Omerod  v.  Sard- 
man  (/),  and  argued,  that  there  had  been  no  **  gross  neg- 
ligence" or  **  laches"  here,  but  an  inevitable  accident, 
arising  from  the  loss  of  a  deed,  which  the  vendors  had 
used  every  diligence  to  discover. 

The  Ma8T£b  of  the  Rolls.  I  will  take  time  to  con- 
sider this  case. 


May  22.  The  MASTER  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Plaintiffs  in  this  case  pray  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  for  sale  of  a  freehold  estate  called 
Preston,  near  Southmolton  in  Devonshire,  sold  by  them 
by  auction  on  the  25th  July,  1850. 

The  Defendant,  the  purchaser,  resists  the  performance 

of  the  contract,  and  contends,  that  in  the  circumstances 

of  this  case,  he  ought  not  to  be  compelled  to  perform  it. 

The 
(a)  6  Hare,  213,  and  see  Dart^s  (d)  6  Beav.  124. 

Compendium,  4nc.  {2nd  ed,)  580.  (e)    2  JBeav.  180. 

(6)  2  5/II.4-5/.  29.  (/)  5  Fef.736. 

(c)  1  Russ.  4-  Af .  236. 
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The  Defendant  brought  an  action  to  recover  the  1862. 
deposit  on  the  28th  o(  February,  1851,  and  on  the  fol- 
loving  day  (the  Ist  of  March,  1861)  the  Plaintiff  filed 
bis  bill  for  specific  performance^  and  for  an  injunction.  Tborold. 
On  the  answer  being  filed ^  the  Plaintiff  showed  cause 
on  the  merits  against  dissolving  the  injunction,  and 
this  motion  was  heard  before  Lord  Cranwarth  the  Vice- 
chancellor  (a)  ;  it  appears  that  his  Lordship,  after  taking 
time  to  consider  his  judgment,  dissolved  the  injunction. 
The  fiicts,  as  they  appear  in  evidence  before  me,  were 
correctly  stated  in  the  answer  of  the  Defendant,  and 
substantially  the  question  before  me  is  the  same  and 
upon  the  same  materials  as  the  case  before  Lord  Cran- 
worth :  the  only  difference  being,  that  I  have  now  to 
determine  the  cause  on  the  hearing,  instead  of  making 
an  order  to  dissolve  or  continue  an  injunction.  It  is,  in 
truth,  obvious  to  me,  that  the  decision  of  Lord  Crari' 
worth  governs  this  case;  and  that  I  cannot,  in  this 
case,  make  any  decree  or  order,  other  than  one  dismiss- 
ing the  bill,  without  coming  to  a  conclusion  opposite  to 
that  at  which  his  Lordship  arrived.  If  I  could,  con- 
sistently with  my  sense  of  propriety,  have  avoided 
coming  to  any  decision  on  this  case,  I  should  undoubt- 
edly have  done  so.  I  have  repeatedly  stated,  that  in 
my  opinion  uniformity  of  decision  was  so  important  to 
be  obtained,  that  whenever  I  found  a  decision  pro- 
nounced by  one  of  the  Vice-Chancellors,  I  should  con- 
sider myself  to  be  bound  by  that  decision,  where  it  re- 
lated either  to  a  new  matter  or  was  not  opposed  by 
contradictory  decisions,  or  on  some  one  of  those  prin- 
ciples of  equity  on  which  all  decisions  are  founded ;  and 
that  I  should  do  so,  even  though,  if  it  had  originally 
come  before  me  uninfluenced  by  any  such  decision,  I 

might 

(a)  2  Sim.  {N.  S.)  1. 
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1852.  TDight  have  come  to  a  difierent  conclusion.  It  is  there- 
fore with  great  reluctance,  and  with  considerable  pain, 
that  I  am  about  to  take  upon  myself  the  responsibility 
of  pronouncing  a  decree  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs  for  a 
speciBc  performance  of  the  contract  in  question.  It  is 
no  doubt  extremely  probable  that  I  may  have  come  to 
an  erroneous  conclusion,  but  I  am  bound  to  decide  every 
case  according  to  the  best  of  my  judgment,  on  what  I 
believe  to  be  the  settled  principles  of  equity;  and  I 
have  the  satisfaction  of  reflecting,  that  as  my  decision 
will  undoubtedly  undergo  the  ordeal  of  a  higher  tribunal, 
the  errors  I  may  commit  will  not  pass  unredressed.  But 
I  have  not  thought  myself  at  liberty  to  decline  giving 
to  the  Plaintiffs  the  decree,  which,  after  the  most  careful 
consideration  of  the  principles  of  equity  and  the  settled 
decisions,  I  think  they  are  entitled  to,  although  it  is  not 
in  accordance  with  the  conclusion  expressed  by  a  most 
learned  and  able  Judge,  but  which  I  am  not  able  con- 
sistently, as  I  think,  with  these  principles  or  with  those 
decisions  by  which  I  am  bound,  to  follow. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  so  fully  set  forth  in  the  report 
in  Mr.  Simons'  Reports,  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  me 
to  refer  to  them,  further  than  to  state  the  conditions  of 
sale  containing  two  provisoes,  which,  though  referred  to, 
do  not  appear  in  the  case  before  Lord  Cranworth.  The 
6th  and  7th  conditions  of  sale  are  to  this  effect : — [^His 
Honor  read  them.l  The  question  upon  the  facts  so 
appearing  is,  whether  the  Defendant,  by  writing  the 
letter  of  the  21st  of  October j  which  was  in  these  terms 
[HU  Honor  read  it],  and  the  deed  in  question  not 
having  been  produced  on  the  5th  of  November,  was  at 
liberty  to  abandon  the  contract. 

The  case  appears  to  me  to  be  resolvable  into  the  fol- 
lowing questions: — The  first  is,  whether  time  was  of  the 

essence 
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V. 
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s^nce  of  this  contract;  if  it  was,  the  contract  was  not  1852. 
r  formed  within  the  time.  If  it  be  determined  that 
K I  ^  was  an  essential  part  of  the  contract,  then  a  second 
i^^stion  will  arise,  whether  this  part  of  the  contract  was  Thorolo. 
Ei^i^ed  by  the  Defendant.  If  it  be  determined  that  time 
a>^  not  originally  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  the 
:t  question  will  be,  whether  the  notice  of  the  21st  of 
cr^oiCT*,  specifying  the  5th  of  November  as  the  time  for 

^^  completion  of  the  contract,  made  that  time  an  essen- 
^1   part  of  the  contract,  or  if  not,  whether  the  conduct 

**    the  Plaintiffs,  by  acquiescence  in  that  notice,  or  by 

^- exiles  in  not  actively  enforcing  their  rights,  have  deprived 

■^^ixi  of  any  right  to  relief  in  this  Court. 

Vpon  the  first  question,  there  is  no  great  difficulty  in 

"^^.ting  the  rule,  although  there  may  be  considerable  in 

"  T^T>lying  it  to  the  facts  of  individual  cases.     At  law, 

^■^*^e  is  always  of  the  essence  of  the  contract.     When 

■^3r  time  is  fixed  for  the  completion  of  it,  the  contract 

^^st  be  completed  on  the  day  specified,  or  an  action 

*  11  lie  for  the  breach  of  it.    This  is  not  the  doctrine  of 

^ourt  of  Equity ;  and  although  the  dictum  of  Lord 

^^^  '^urloWg  that  time  could  not  be  made  of  the  essence  of 

■  ^^  ^   contract  in   equity,  has  long  been  exploded,  yet 

^  •^le  is  held  to  be  of  the  essence  of  the  contract  in 

■"  ^^  ^ity,  only  in  cases  of  direct  stipulation,  or  of  neces- 

fy  implication.     The  cases  of  direct  stipulation  are, 

"•^ere  the  parties  to  the  contract  introduce  a  clause  ex- 

"^^sly  stating,  that  time  is  to  be  of  the  essence  of  the 

'     ^^*Jt.ract*     The  implication  that  time  was  of  the  essence 

^    ttke  contract  is  derived  from  the  circumstances  of  the 

^■^^,  such  as  where  the  property  sold  is  required  for 

^^^^^«  immediate  purpose,  such  as  trade  or  manufacture; 

**    "^irhere  the  property  is  of  a  determinable  character,  as 

^^     estate  for  life.     It  is  needless  to  refer  to  the  autho- 

^^* ^3,  which  are  numerous,  to  support  these  propositions. 

"V^OL.  XVI.  p  Unless 
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Unless  I  am  wholly  mistaken,  they  establish,  that  unless 
in  the  cases  of  direct  stipulation,  or  of  necessary  impli- 
cation, time  is  not  considered  in  Courts  of  Equity  to 
form  such  a  portion  of  the  contract^  as  either  party  can 
treat  to  be  an  essential  part  of  it. 


Against  this,  it  was  argued,  that  the  later  decisions 
of  the  Court  had,  in  a  great  measure,  destroyed  this 
distinction  between  law  and  equity;  that  the  distinc- 
tion itself  rests  on  no  very  intelligible  grounds,  and  is 
opposed  to  the  provisions  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds; 
that  a  contract  must  be  construed  alike  at  law  and  in 
equity,  and  that  a  contract  to  purchase,  conditionally 
upon  a  title  being  made  by  a  given  day,  cannot  be  con- 
verted into  a  contract  to  purchase,  provided  the  title  be 
made  out  at  some  day  other  than  that  specified  in  the 
contract;  and  that  consequently,  a  Court  of  Equity, 
unless  it  considers  time  to  be  of  the  essence  of  the  con- 
tract in  all  cases,  will  be  enforcing  a  contract  other  than 
that  which  has  been  actually  entered  into. 

I  do  not  concur  in  this  view  of  the  subject.  A  con- 
tract is  undoubtedly  construed  alike  both  in  equity  and 
at  law ;  nay  more,  a  Court  of  Law  is  the  proper  tribunal 
for  determining  the  construction  of  it;  and  if  a  serious 
doubt  should  arise  as  to  the  eBect  of  the  words  contained 
in  a  contract,  a  case  would  be  directed  to  a  Court  of 
Law  for  its  opinion  (a)  as  to  the  true  construction  to 
be  put  upon  the  words,  which  construction  would  be 
adopted  in  equity.  But  Courts  of  Equity  make  a  dis- 
tinction in  all  cases  between  that  which  is  matter  of 
substance  and  that  which  is  matter  of  form ;  and  if  it 
find,  that  by  insisting  on  the  form,  the  substance  will  be 

defeated, 

(a)  Cases  to  law  have  since  been  abolished,  see  15  &  16  Vkt. 
c.  86,  «.  61. 
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defeated,  it  holds  it  to  be  inequitable  to  allow  a  person        1862. 
to  insist  on  such  form,  and  thereby  defeat  the  substance. 
For  instance,  A.  has  contracted  to  sell  an  estate  to  B,^ 
and  to  complete  the  title  by  the  2dth  October;  but  no 
stipulation  is  introduced,  that  either  party  considers  time 
of  the  essence  of  the  contract.     A.  completes  the  title 
by  the  26th ;  at  law  the  contract  is  at  an  end,  and  B, 
nay  bring  an  action  for  the  non-performance  of  the 
contract,  and  obtain  damages  for  the  breach;  but  equity 
bolds,  that  unless  B,  can  show  that  the  delay  of  twenty- 
four  hours  really  produced  some  injury  to  him,  he  is  not 
to  be  permitted  to  bring  this  action,  or  to  avoid  the  per- 
formance  of  the  contract ;  not  certainly  on  the  ground 
that  the  26tb  of  October  was  not  a  part  of  the  contract, 
but  on  the  ground  that  it  is  unjust  that  B.  should  es- 
cape the  performance  of  a  contract,  which  has  been 
substantially  performed  by  A.^  by  reason  of  some  omis- 
sion in  a  formal  but  immaterial  portion  of  it. 

The  jurisdiction  of  equity  in  the  execution  of  the  spe- 
cific performance  of  contracts  accordingly  is  eminently 
discretionary;  it  will  not  enforce  a  contract  where  doing 
so  would  be  productive  of  peculiar  hardship  on  one 
party  to  it.  This  was  acted  upon  lately  by  the  Lords 
Justices  in  the  case  of  Webb  v.  The  Direct  London  and 
Portsmouth  Railway  Company  (a).  Neither  will  equity 
enforce  a  contract,  where,  though  the  Court  considers 
the  title  good,  yet  considers  it  sufficiently  doubtful  that 
it  might  reasonably  give  rise  to  litigation  hereafter  be- 
tween the  purchasers  and  persons  not  bound  by  the 
decree  of  the  Court  in  the  suit  for  specific  performance. 
It  is,  I  apprehend,  on  a  similar  principle,  that  the  Court 
has  regarded  the  question  of  time  in  these  matters, 

when 

(a)  1  De  G.  M.  if  G.  521,  and  0  Hare,  129. 
f2 
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when  it  has  not  been  specifically  and  precisely  con- 
tracted for,  as  an  essential  clause  in  the  contract.  It 
then  considers  how  far  either  party  is  injured  by  the 
delay,  and  will  not  permit  one  to  insist  upon  that, 
which,  although  a  formal  part  of  the  contract,  would, 
in  reality,  defeat  the  object  which  both  had  in  view, 
at  the  time  when  it  was  made.  It  is,  I  apprehend,  on 
a  similar  principle  also,  that  the  whole  doctrine  relating 
to  equities  of  redemption,  as  administered  by  this  Court, 
is  founded.  The  contract  between  the  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee  is  precise ;  if  the  money  and  interest  is  not 
repaid  on  the  day  twelve-month  on  which  the  mort- 
gage is  made,  the  estate  is  to  be  the  property  of  the 
mortgagee:  the  contract  is  positive  and  unambiguous, 
but  a  Court  of  Equity  will  not  permit  that  contract 
to  be  enforced,  and  will  restrain  the  parties  from  en- 
forcing it  at  law.  It  treats  the  substance  of  the  con- 
tract to  be  a  security  for  the  repayment  of  money 
advanced,  and  that  portion  of  the  contract  which  gives 
the  estate  to  the  mortgagee  as  mere  form ;  and  ac- 
cordingly, in  direct  violation  of  the  contract,  it  com- 
pels the  mortgagee,  so  soon  as  he  has  been  repaid  his 
principal  money  and  interest  and  the  costs  he  has  been 
put  to,  to  restore  the  estate:  and  this,  although  the 
parties  have  acted  on  the  contract,  and  the  mortgagee 
has  taken  possession  on  the  day  when  default  arose, 
and  has  continued  in  possession  for  many  years;  in 
truth,  as  a  general  rule  it  may  be  said,  any  number  of 
years  not  exceeding  twenty,  acknowledging  no  title  in 
the  mortgagor. 


I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  later  decisions  of 
the  Court  have  not  altered  the  doctrine  I  have  stated  as 
to  the  cases  where  time  is  of  the  essence  of  the  contract. 


I  turn  therefore  to  this  contract,  for  the  purpose  of 

examining 
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examining  it  by  the  principles  I  have  already  laid  down. 
In  the  first  place,  the  time  specified  is  not,  by  express 
words,  made  an  essential  part  of  it.  This  was,  in  truth, 
admitted  at  the  bar  and  could  not  be  denied ;  nay,  more, 
the  seyentb  condition  of  sale  appears  to  me  to  be  in- 
consistent with  such  a  proposition,  even  if  any  such  could 
have  been  maintained  on  the  rest  of  the  contract ;  and 
except  that  it  is  confined  to  the  default  of  the  purchaser, 
it  is  the  condition  which,  in  the  precedents  at  the  end 
of  the  larger  edition  of  Vendors  and  Purchasers,  is  sug- 
gested as  proper  to  be  introduced,  when  it  is  intended 
by  both  parties  that  time  shall  not  be  of  the  essence  of 
the  contract. 


1862. 
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Do  then  any  such  circumstances  exist  in  this  case, 
analogous  to  those  to  which  I  have  already  referred,  as 
raising  the  presumption  that  time  was  an  essential  part 
of  the  contract?  I  find  none.  The  property  is  not  of  a 
perishable  nature,  the  interest  in  it  sold  is  not  of  a  de- 
terminable character,  and  possession  is  not  required  for 
any  purpose  of  trade  or  manufacture.  I  have  therefore, 
on  the  first  question,  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  time 
was  not  originally  of  the  essence  of  this  contract. 


Having  come  to  this  conclusion  on  the  first  question, 
it  may  be  superfluous  to  express  my  opinion  on  the  next 
subordinate  point,  which  would  have  arisen  had  I  come 
to  an  opposite  conclusion;  but  as  it  may  have  some 
bearing  on  the  subsequent  part  of  this  case,  I  think  it 
desirable  to  do  so.  I  am  of  opinion  then,  that  if  time 
had  been  originally  of  the  essence  of  this  contract,  the 
Defendant  has  waived  that  part  of  it  The  time  men- 
tioned in  the  contract  for  the  completion  of  the  purchase 
is  the  25th  of  October,  1860,  but  the  Defendant,  by  his 
solicitor,  on  the  21st  of  October,  1860,  extends  that 
time  time  till  the  6th  of  November,  1860.     If  time  was 

of 
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of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  the  contract  was  at  an 
end,  if  the  title  had  not  been  made  out  on  or  before  the 
25th  of  October,  1850,  but  after  that  letter,  the  De- 
fendant would,  beyond  all  question,  have  been  compel- 
lable in  equity  to  complete  the  purchase,  if  the  title  had 
been  completed  by  the  1st  November,  1850,  or  any 
other  day  before  the  6th  November,  1850.  It  appears 
to  me,  therefore,  that,  after  writing  this  letter,  the  De- 
fendant abandoned  his  right  to  insist  on  the  completion 
of  the  title  on  the  25th  of  October,  1850,  which  was  the 
day  specified  in  the  contract. 


Assume  that  he  did  so  at  the  request  and  for  the 
convenience  of  the  Plaintiffs,  still  the  motive  for  his  so 
acting  will  not  prevent  the  fact,  that  this  letter  was  an 
abandonment  of  their  right  to  insist  on  the  completion  of 
the  contract  on  the  25th  October,  1850,  and  that  he 
could  not  have  refused  to  complete  it  if  the  title  had 
been  made  out  within  the  time  specified  in  that  letter. 
But,  in  truth,  the  only  thing  resembling  a  request  from 
the  Plaintiffs  was  in  a  letter  from  their  solicitor  of  the  17th 
October  in  these  words : — "  I  only  require  time  to  be 
able  to  find  the  settlement.  I  believe  I  have  found  out 
where  it  is."  And  the  notice  does  not  certainly  state 
that  this  further  time  is  given  either  at  the  Plaintiff's 
request  or  for  his  convenience. 


It  may  undoubtedly  be  urged,  that  the  Defendant 
waived  the  time  only  conditionally  upon  another  day 
being  inserted  and  upon  that  day  being  made  an  es- 
sential part  of  the  contract;  but  this  is  not,  in  my 
opinion,  the  effect  of  the  letter,  nor  was  it  accepted  as 
such  by  the  Plaintiffs,  who  did  not  agree  to  substitute 
the  5th  of  November  for  the  25th  of  October,  or  to  make 
that  day  an  essential  part  of  the  contract  between  them. 
It  is  obvious,  that  one  party  to  a  contract  cannot,  at  his 

will. 
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willy  vary  one  of  the  terms  of  it ;  the  assent  of  both  par- 
ties to  the  variation  must  be  obtained,  and  this  was  not 
done,  nor  do  I  well  understand,  how,  after  the  letter  of 
the  2 1st  of  October f  the  Defendant  could  maintain  an 
action  at  law  for  the  breach  of  the  contract  by  not  com- 
pleting the  purchase  on  the  25th  of  that  month.     I  have 
therefore  come  to  the  further  conclusion,  that  even  if 
tiaie  had  been  an  essential  part  of  the  contract,  the  De- 
fendant waived  that  term  in  it  by  the  letter  of  the  21st 
of  October,  1850. 


1852. 
Parkin 

V. 

TUOROLD. 


The  next  question  I  have  to  consider  is,  whether  the 

notice  contained  in  the  letter  of  the  21st  of  October, 

1850,  specifying  the  5th  of  November,  1850,  as  the  time 

for  the  completion  of  the  contract,  made  that  time  an 

essential  part  of  the  contract;  or  rather,  whether  it 

'H>und  the  Plaintiffs  to  complete  within  that  period  of 

time  or  to  abandon  the  contract.     It  is,  I  consider,  the 

undoubted  law  of  this  Court,  that  although  time  was 

'^ot  originally  an  essential  part  of  the  contract,  still  that 

either  party  may,  by  a  proper  notice,  bind  the  other  to 

complete,  within  a  reasonable  time  to  be  specified  in 

^^^'h  notice ;  and  if  the  party  receiving  such  notice  do 

'^^t  complete  within  the  time  so  specified,  equity  will 

'^^t  enforce  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract,  but 

leave  the  parties  to  their  remedies  and  their  liabilities  at 

law.     The  doctrine  on  this  subject  is  I  think  well  laid 

^^Wn  in  Walker  y,  Jeffreysia)  and  Southcomb  v.  Bishop 

9f  Exeter  (J)  by  Sir  James  Wigram, 

To  determine  whether  the  letter  of  2l8t  October  was 

^^ch  a  notice  binding  the  Plaintiffs  to  complete  by  the 

^^  November,  1850,  it  is  necessary  to  refer  to  the  facts. 

'•he  state  of  the  case  was  this : — In  order  to  make  out 

^be  title,  the  original  of  a  settlement,  a  copy  of  which 

was 


(a)  1  Hare,  341. 


(6)  6  Hare,  213. 
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1862.  was  before  the  Defendant's  solicitor,  was  required  to  be 
produced  for  the  purpose  of  examination  with  the  copy. 
On  the  17th  of  October,  1850,  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitors 
wrote  to  say,  they  only  required  lime  to  produce  it,  and 
that  they  believed  that  they  have  found  where  it  was. 
Four  days  after  this,  the  Defendant  gives  notice,  that  if 
the  title  is  not  completed  by  the  5th  November ,  he  shall 
treat  the  contract  as  abandoned.  On  the  7th  November, 
the  Defendant's  solicitor  applies  for  the  deposit  and 
treats  the  contract  as  at  an  end,  and  does  no  act  after- 
wards to  acknowledge  its  existence.  The  question  is, 
whether,  in  these  circumstances,  this  period  of  fourteen 
days  was  or  was  not  a  reasonable  time  within  which  to 
require  the  Plaintiffs  to  produce  the  deed  in  question  and 
complete  the  title,  or  else  to  put  an  end  to  the  contract, 
and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  was  not. 

In  none  of  the  reported  cases  can  I  discover  any  such 
time  being  treated  as  sufficient  for  such  or  a  similar 
purpose.  If  time  was  not  of  the  essence  of  the  contract, 
as  for  the  purpose  of  considering  this  question  I  assume 
that  it  was  not,  it  is  plain,  that  this  notice  must  be 
treated  as  given  pending  the  discussion  on  the  title,  and 
having  no  reference  to  the  time  mentioned  in  the  con- 
tract. The  Defendant  knew  the  contents  of  it ;  the 
comparison  of  the  copy  with  the  original  when  produced 
was  all  that  was  required ;  the  draft  conveyance  was  to 
be  prepared  and  engrossed,  which  was  to  be  done  by 
the  purchaser ;  and  with  the  strongest  desire  and  inten- 
tion, on  my  part,  not  to  weaken  the  tendency  of  the 
modern  decisions,  which  have,  in  my  opinion  rightly, 
held  a  stricter  rule  on  the  subject  of  time  than  the 
earlier  ones,  I  cannot  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this 
was  a  reasonable  or  sufficient  time  for  the  purpose  spe- 
cified in  the  notice. 

But 
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Bat  although  the  notice  was  not  sufficient,  then  the 
next  question  arises,  the  Plaintiffs  may  have  acquiesced 
in  it,  or  they  may,  by  hiches,  have  waived  their  right  to 
seek  for  any  relief  from  this  Court.    Heaphy  v.  Hill  and 
Watson  Y.  Reid  establishes  this  proposition,  which   I 
apprehend  to  be  the  settled  law  of  the  Court;  viz.  that 
if  one  of  two  parties  to  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land, 
give  to  the  other  notice  that  he  will  not  perforin  the 
contract,  and  the  person  receiving  the  notice  does  not, 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  receipt  of  such  notice, 
take  steps  to  enforce  the  contract,  equity  will  consider 
him  to  have  acquiesced  in  the  abandonment  of  the  con- 
tract, and  will  leave  the  parties  to  it  to  their  remedies 
at  law ;  and  the  tendency  of  modern  decisions  has  been 
to  diminish  the  time  allowed  to  either  party  for  inforcing 
his  right  under  the  contract.     It  remains  t^)  apply  these 
principles  to  the  facts  of  the  present  case.    Even  though 
the  time  given  by  the  notice  of  the  21st  October,  1850, 
be  not,  in  ray  opinion,  sufficient,  the  Defendant  is  en- 
tided  to  have  it  treated  as  an  express  notice  of  his  aban- 
donment of  the  contract  on  the  5th  of  November^  1860  ; 
then  the  question  is,  whether  the  Plaintiffit  have  ac- 
quiesced in  this  notice,  or  been  guilty  of  such  laches,  as 
to  prevent  them  from  seeking  the  assistance  of  a  Court 
of  Equity. 


1852. 


On  this  subject  the  dates  are  material.  On  the  7th 
of  November  J  1860,  the  Defendant's  solicitor  applied 
for  a  return  of  the  deposit ;  on  the  following  day,  the 
I^laintiffs'  solicitor  sent  an  answer,  stating,  that  in  a 
^<Bw  days  be  would  be  able  to  produce  the  deed,  and 
stating  the  name  of  a  gentleman,  who,  if  the  Defendant 
wished  to  get  rid  of  his  contract,  would,  he  believed, 
t^e  it,  and  referred  to  a  conditional  request  for  an  ex- 
tension of  time  made  by  the  Defendant  at  the  time  of 
tbe  sale.  During  the  month  of  November  the  corre- 
spondence 
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1852.  spondence  is  continued  as  to  whether  the  Defendant  did 
or  did  not  ask  for  or  obtain  an  extension  of  the  tirae  for 
completing  the  purchase  till  Christmas.  In  the  month 
TuoROLD.  of  December  several  applications  for  the  deposit  were 
made  by  the  Defendant's  solicitor,  which  were  met  by 
evasive  answers  from  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor,  till,  on  the 
6th  January ^  1861,  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor  writes  to  say, 
that  he  is  in  a  condition  to  produce  the  deed  in  ques- 
tion, and  gives  notice  where  it  may  be  inspected.  The 
following  day  the  Defendant's  solicitors  reiterated  their 
statement  of  the  contract  being  at  an  end.  On  the 
22nd  January^  1851,  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor  states,  that 
he  has  instructions  to  file  a  bill  for  specific  performance. 
Various  other  letters  take  place,  showing  that  steps  are 
taken  on  both  sides  for  the  institution  of  proceedings, 
both  at  law  and  in  equity  ;  and  on  the  28th  Februaiy^ 
1851,  the  action  is  brought  by  the  Defendant  for  the 
deposit,  and  on  the  following  day  this  bill  was  filed. 

This  statement  shows,  that  there  has  been  no  actual 
acquiescence  by  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  notice  of  abandon- 
ment given  by  the  Defendant.  Has  there  been  any 
implied  acquiescence,  or  any  laches  on  their  parts,  sufR- 
cient  to  prevent  them  from  obtaining  the  assistance  of 
a  Court  of  Equity?  The  time  to  be  accounted  for  is 
from  the  21st  October,  1850,  till  the  7th  of  January, 
1851,  i.  e.  two  and  a  half  months;  but  the  evidence 
shows  that  during  that  time  the  Plaintiffs'  were,  ^y 
their  solicitors,  employed  in  discovering  where  the  deed 
in  question  was,  and  in  freeing  it  from  the  lien  which 
prevented  its  production.  On  the  7th  oi  January  notice 
of  its  production  is  given,  and  from  that  time  as  soon 
as  it  appeared  that  Defendant  insisted  on  his  previous 
abandonment  of  the  contract  in  spite  of  the  production 
of  the  deed,  proceedings  appear  to  have  been  going  on 

both 
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both  sides  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  their  rights  at        1862. 
law  and  in  equity. 

I  am  convinced  that  no  Court,  having  regard  to 
these  decisions  on  this  subject,  will  hold,  that  under 
these  circumstances  the  Plaintiffs  can  be  said  to  have 
forfeited  what  rights  they  had  in  equity,  by  reason  of 
any  implied  acquiescence  in  the  notice  of  the  21st  of 
October  J  1850,  or  by  reason  of  their  having  been  too 
negligent  and  dilatory  in  the  enforcement  of  their 
claim. 

The  short  result  of  the  opinion  that  I  have  come  to 

First. — ^That  time  was  not  originally  of  the  essence 
of  the  contract. 

Secondly. — ^That  although  express  notice  will  make 
time  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  where  a  reasonable 
time  is  specified,  that  the  notice  of  the  21st  October 
did  not  specify  a  reasonable  time  for  this  purpose. 

Thirdly. — ^That  although  acquiescence  in  the  aban- 
donment of  a  contract  or  laches  in  seeking  the  assist- 
ance of  a  Court  of  Equity  will  bar  a  party  to  a  contract 
enforcing  his  rights,  yet  that  there  are  not  any  facts  in 
evidence  before  me  to  justify  the  Court  in  holding  that 
the  Plaintiffs  acquiesced  in  such  abandonment,  or  that 
lie  has  been  guilty  of  such  laches  as  will  prevent  this 
Court  from  enforcing  the  specific  performance  of  this 
contract. 

There  are  other  parts  of  this  case  respecting  which 
evidence  is  given,  which  I  think  it  unnecessary  to  refer 
tO|  such  as  the  evidence  respecting  the  conditional  re- 
quest 
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Parkin 

V, 

Thorold. 


quest  made  by  the  defendant  for  an  extension  of  the 
time  for  completing  the  purchase  on  his  part  till  Christ- 
mas. It  is  obvious  that  this  case  will  be  carried  to  a 
hio^her  tribunal ;  and  as  I  have  felt  myself  compelled  to 
differ  from  the  very  learned  and  careful  Judge  who 
decided  this  case  on  the  motion  for  dissolving  the  injunc- 
tion, I  have  considered  it  incumbent  upon  me  to  state, 
as  clearly  as  I  could,  the  grounds  on  which  I  proceeded, 
and  to  state  those  grounds  only  on  which  my  decision 
rests.  It  is  with  great  regret,  but  under  an  imperative 
sense  of  duty,  that  I  have  thought  myself  bound  to 
state  the  conclusion  I  have  come  to. 


The  decree  pronounced  by  me  will  be  the  common 
decree  for  specific  performance,  with  a  reference  to  the 
Master  as  to  title,  unless  that  be  accepted ;  and  as  the 
suit  has  been  rendered  necessary  by  the  resistance  of 
the  Defendant  to  perform  the  contract,  it  follows,  as  a 
necessary  consequence  from  my  decision,  that  the  De- 
fendant must  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit,  so  far  as  the 
same  has  been  incurred  by  reason  of  his  resisting  his 
liability  specifically  to  perform  the  contract. 


Note.— See  Roberis  v.  Ikrry,  ante,  p.  31,  affirmed  by  the  Lords 
Justices,  20  Jan.  1853. 
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KNOTT  V.  COTTEE.  March  12, 15. 

rilHE  testator  bequeathed  his  personal  estate  to  CoUee  Rule  as  to 
-^      and  two  others,  upon  trust  to  invest  the  produce  cutofs  and**' 

in  "  the   public  or  Government   Stocks  or  Funds  of  trustees 
^^  -^  .     ,  »       '      n     1      J         ^*^"  ^"terest 

Great  JBritain,  or  upon   real  security  m  England  or  on  balances, 

Wales;'  and  to  hold,  upon  certain  trusts  during  the  life  *"^  *'  f"""} 
^  '       .  ^     *^  ^  rate  and  whe- 

of  his  widow,  and  afterwards  upon  trusts  in  favour  of  ther  with  an- 

his  infant  children  and  their  families.  ''"In^execu- 

tor  and  trus- 

And  he  directed,  that  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  the  directed  to  in- 

trustees  should  apply  the  income  towards  the   main-  ^'®*' '"  ^^ 
^^  ''  ^  ^    vernment 

tenance  and  education  of  his  children   during  their  Stocks  of 

minority,  "  and,"  he  proceeded,  *'  shall  accumulate  the  ^u^n^e^fi^ 

surplus  annual  income  of  each  such  child,  until  he  or  curity,  and  ac- 

sbe  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  in-  surplus,  after 

▼est  the  same,  from  time  to  time,  in  the  names  of  my  maintaining 

•^    infants,  in- 
trustees,  &C.  vested  the  es- 

tate in  the 
foreign  funds. 
The  testator  died  in  January^  1844,  and  his  wife  in  It  was  held, 
•»r  L      ■     au  that  the  in- 

November  in  the  same  year.  vestment  was 

improper,  and 
-_,  •^  •  1  r     1  »     he  was  charged 

Ine  executor  Cottee  mvested  part  of  the  tefttators  with  four  per 

personal  estate  in  Rwtsian,  Belgian,  Dutch  and  other  ^®"'-  ^^'^  *"" 

foreign  stocks  and  bonds,  and  upon  Exchequer  bills.      In  1846,  an 

One  of  these  transactions  was  as  follows  :— In  1846  and  ve^^^"^^^^^^^ 

1846  he  invested  4,063/.,  part  of  the  testator's  estate,  in  the  assets  in 

3,900/.  SX 
were  ordered 
into  Court  and  sold  in  the  same  year  at  a  loss.     In  1848,  it  was  declared  by  the 
decree,  that  the  investment  was  improper,  but  at  that  time,  the  price  of  Exchequer 
Bills  had  risen,  so  that  there  would  have  been  then  no  loss  if  they  had  been  retained. 
Held,  that  the  executor  ought  to  be  charged  with  tlie  amount  improperly  invested^  and 
credited  with  the  produce  of  the  Exchequer  Bills  in  1816. 
CoBts  of  an  administration  suit  given  to  an  executor,  though  charged  with  the  con- 
.    w^Qcei  of  an  improper  investment. 
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3,900/.  Exchequer  bills,  and  in  July,  1846,  he  was 
ordered  to  deposit  them  with  the  Accountant-General, 
to  the  credit  of  the  cause,  and  under  a  subsequent  order 
in  November^  1846,  they  were  sold  for  3,955/.,  and  at  a 
loss,  and  the  produce  invested  in  the  3/.  per  cents. ;  but 
if  they  had  been  sold  at  the  date  of  the  decree  (March, 
1848),  and  invested,  there  would  have  been  no  loss,  but 
on  the  contrary. 

By  the  decree  made  in  March,  1848,  the  Court  de- 
clared, that  the  investment  of  the  personal  estate  in 
Exchequer  bills,  Uussian  bonds,  Belgian,  Dutch  and 
other  foreign  stocks  and  bonds  was  an  improper  invest- 
ment; and  in  taking  the  accounts,  the  Master  was  to 
have  regard  to  that  declaration. 

The  cause  now  came  before  the  Court  upon  excep- 
tions and  for  further  directions. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Selwyn,  for  the  Plaintiffs  (two  of 
the  testator's  children)  contended,  that  the  executor 
having  neglected  to  obey  the  express  directions  for 
accumulation,  was  chargeable  with  interest  on  his 
balance  at  5/.  per  cent.,  with  annual  rests  :  Raphael  v. 
Boehm  (a) ;  Stacpoole  v.  Stacpoole  (b) ;  Williams  v. 
Powell  {c);  and  see  Jones  v.  Faxalli^d);  or  that  he 
ought  to  be  charged,  at  the  option  of  the  Plaintiffs,  with 
the  stock  and  accumulations  which  would  have  been 
produced  if  the  investments  had  been  made  in  consols. 

Secondly. — That  the  executor  ought  to  have  credit 
for  the  money  produced  by  the  Exchequer  bills,  as  on 
the  1st  o{  December,  IS46,  when  they  were  actually  sold. 

Thirdly. 

(a)  11   Ves.  92,  and  13   Vts.  (c)  15  Be«?.461. 

590.  (rf)  lb.  388. 

(6)  4  Dow.  209. 
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Thirdly. — ^That  he  ought  not  to  have  any  costs  of  suit        1862. 


Mr.  Campbell  and  Mr.  JBagsfiawe,  contra,  for  Cottee, 
argued,  that  the  direction  to  accumulate  applied  only  to 
the  sarplas  income,  and  that  the  executor  was  charge- 
able with  4L  per  cent,  only  on  balances  in  hand,  but 
not  with  annual  rests.  That  the  Plaintiffs  had  no  right 
to  make  the  Defendant  account  as  for  stock  investments, 
Robinson  v.  Robinson  (a). 

Secondly. — ^That  the  executor  having  been  charged 
with  the  4,063/.  invested  in  Exchequer  bills  in  1845  and 
1846,  was  entitled  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  Exchequer 
hills  which  had  been  withdrawn  from  his  control  and 
sold  in  1846,  before  the  invalidity  of  the  transaction 
had  been  declared.  That  therefore  the  Exchequer  bills 
ought  to  be  treated  as  sold  in  Marchj  1848,  when  it  was 
declared  that  the  investment  was  improper,  by  which 
means  the  executor  would  be  relieved  from  all  loss. 

Thirdly. — ^That  as  this  was  a  mere  administration 
suit,  the  Defendant,  the  executor,  was  entitled  to  his 
costs,  Tebbs  v.  Carpenter  (i). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Here  is  an  executor  who  had  a  direct  and  positive 
trust  to  perform,  which  was,  to  invest  the  money  upon 
government  stocks  or  funds,  or  upon  real  securities, 
i^Qd  accumulate  at  compound  interest  all  the  balances, 
After  maintaining  the  children.  He  has  made  certain 
investments,  which  the  Court  has  declared  to  be  im- 
proper. The  case  must  either  be  treated  as  if  these 
investments  had  not  been  made,  or  had  been  made  for 

his 
(a)  1  De  G.  iif.  ^  G.  247.  (6)  1  Mad.  290. 
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his  own  benefit  out  of  his  own  monies,  and  that  he  had 
at  the  same  time  retained  monies  of  the  testator  in  bis 
hands.  I  tliink,  therefore,  tl)at  there  must  be  a  reference 
back,  to  ascertain  what  balances  the  executor  retained 
from  time  to  time,  it  being  clear  that  he  has  retained 
some  balances. 


The  next  question  is,  at  what  rate  of  interest  ought 
he  to  be  charged  ?  The  usual  course  is,  to  charge  an 
executor  with  four  per  cent.,  where  he  has  simply  re- 
tained balances;  but  where  he  has  acted  improperly, 
or  has  employed  the  trust  money  in  trade  for  his  own 
benefit,  or  has  been  guilty  of  other  acts  of  misconduct, 
the  Court  visits  him  with  interest  at  five  per  cent.  In  this 
case  there  does  not  appear  to  me  to  have  been  any  such 
misconduct  as  to  make  him  answerable  at  five  per  cent. 
It  appears  simply  a  case  in  \vhich  an  executor  has 
retained  monies,  which  he  has  not  properly  invested. 
I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  he  ought  to  be  charged 
with  interest  at  four  per  cent,  and  with  annual  rests ; 
for  there  is  an  express  trust  for  accumulation,  of  which 
he  was  aware  when  he  retained  the  trust  monies. 


I  cannot  concur  in  the  argument  that  the  Court  must 
charge  him  as  if  the  money  had  been  invested  in  consols. 
If  that  were  so,  the  Court  must  charge  him  the  other 
way  where  the  funds  have  fallen,  which  it  never  does. 
There  was  a  conflict  of  decision  as  to  how  a  trustee 
was  to  be  charged,  where  the  investment  might  either 
be  made  in  the  funds  or  on  real  security.  The  decisions 
of  Lord  Langdale  and  Sir  John  Leach  were  opposed  (a). 
The  case,  however,  of  Robinson  v.  Robinson  has  settled 

the 

(a)  Mar$h  v.  Hunter,  6  Madd.       7  Beav,  379;   Oweley  v.  Antlru- 
295;     Watts  v.    GlrdleMone,   G      Mer,  10  BfflV.  456. 
Bcav.  188;  Ames  v.  Parkinwrtj 
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tbe  role;  and  I  have  adopted  it  in  a  former  case.     I        1852. 
stated  my  reasons  for  doing  so. 

As  to  tbe  mode  of  charging  the  executor  in  respect 
of  the  Exchequer  bills,  I  treat  the  laying  out  in  Ex- 
chequer bills  in  this  way : — ^The  persons  interested  were 
entitled  to  ear- mark  them,  as  being  bought  with  the 
testator's  assets,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  executor 
had  bought  a  house  with  the  trust  funds ;  and  though 
they  do  not  recognize  the  investment,  they  had  a  right 
to  make  it  available  for  what  was  due;  and  though 
part  of  the  property  of  the  executor,  it  was  specifically 
applicable  to  the  payment.  When  the  Exchequer  bills 
were  sold  and  produced  3,965/.,  the  Court  must  consider 
the  produce  as  a  sum  of  money  refunded  by  the  executor 
to  the  testator's  estate  on  that  day ;  and  on  taking  the 
accoQDt,  the  Master  must  give  credit  for  this  amount  as 
on  the  day  on  which  the  Exchequer  bills  were  sold. 

As  to  tbe  costs,  I  think  there  is  not  sufficient  in 
this  case  to  induce  me  to  apportion  them.  I  am  dis- 
posed to  give  the  executor  all  the  costs,  except  those  of 
his  exceptions,  which  have  failed,  reserving  the  costs 
of  the  reference  back,  which  has  become  necessary  by 
Y^son  of  the  retainer  of  balances  in  his  hands.  I  am 
always  disinclined  to  make  refined  distinctions  in  the 
apportionment  of  costs,  on  account  of  the  expense  of 
apportionment. 

I  must  give  the  executor  his  costs  as  between  solicitor 
and  client  up  to  the  present  time,  except  those  of  his 
^ceptions,  which  he  will  have  to  pay. 


VOL,  XVI. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


March  12.  KNOTT  V.  COTTEE. 

Exceptions       'T^HE  decree,  after  certain  directions,  proceeded  as 
iMMteJi^  follows  :—"  And   the  said   Master   is  to  be   at 

RefMrt  for  not  liberty  to  state  any  circumstances  specially  relating  to 

cial  dwum^    ^"7  ^^  ^^^  matters  aforesaid,  as  he  shall  think  fit." 
stances." 

The  Master  made  his  report,  stating  certain  special 
circumstances,  and  the  Defendant  took  exceptions,  one 
of  which  was  in  this  form : — "  For  that  the  Master  has 
found  as  special  circumstances  that,  &c.  [stating  them] ; 
whereas  the  Master  ought  to  have  found,  in  addition  to 
such  matters,  as  special  matter,  that  [stating  the  addi- 
tional facts].** 

Mr.  Campbell  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  in  support  of  the 
exception. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  no  such  exception  can  be 
taken.  I  have  heard  Sir  James  Wigram  state,  over  and 
over  again,  that  you  cannot  except  to  a  Master's  report 
because  he  has  not  reported  particular  facts  as  special 
circumstances.  The  Master  is  to  report  "  any  circum- 
stances specially  as  he  shall  think  fit,"  and  you  cannot 
object  to  his  report,  because  he  has  exercised  the  dis- 
cretion intrusted  as  he  thought  best.  This  exception 
must  be  overruled. 
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TRILLY  V.  KEEFE.  March  25. 

April  20. 

T>Y  the  decree,  made  on  the  16th  otJuly,  1851,  it  Service  on 
^-^     was  ordered,  that  the  bill  should  be  taken  pro  anto/an 

confesso  against   Walter  Shea,   who  was   resident  in  order  limiting 
^     .      ,  the  time  within 

Ireland.  which  he 

might  apply  to 
set  aside  a  de- 
By  an  order  made  on  the  8th  of  August,  1861,  it  cree  pro  con- 
was  ordered,  that  the  time  for  Walter  Shea  to  apply  a  sufficient 
for  permission  to  put  in  his  answer  and  set  aside  the  notice,  under 
decree,  after  service  of  notice  for  that  purpose,  and  of  der  ofMay, 
an  oflSce  copy  of  the  decree,  pursuant  to  the  general  ^®^.?»  ™no 
order,  should  be  limited  to  the  1st  day  of  Michaelmas  being  made  by 
Term,  1851  (2  November,  1851);   but  service  of  such  Ijl^'ill!^^ 

Ci  ee  was 

notice  and  office  copy  of  such  decree  should  be  made  thereupon 
before  the  10th  o(  September,  1861.  i^^^ 

Walter  Shea  was  duly  served  with  an  office  copy 
of  the  decree  and  order,  but  he  did  not  apply  to  put  in 
an  answer  or  set  aside  the  decree. 


Mr.  Batten  now  moved  to  make  the  decree  absolute, 
under  the  90th  Order  of  the  5th  of  May,  1845(a).  It 
was  suggested,  that  the  service  of  the  order  of  the  8th 
of  May,  1851,  was  not  a  sufficient  notice  within  the  87th 
Order  of  3/ay,  1845  (i). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  it  sufficient,  and 
made  the  decree  absolute. 


(fl)  Ordinet  Can.  317.  (6)  J6.  316. 
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April  16,  19, 
20. 

A  transfer  of 
shares  in  a 
banking  com- 
pany, though 
invalid  at  law 
for  want  of  a 
proper  con- 
sent of  a 
"Board  of 
Directors"  to 
the  transfer, 
yet  supported 

transSr  having  144th  section  of  the  Deed  of  Settlement  provided,  that 

^^5?  "1?;^® '"    1*0  person  should  become  a  shareholder  without  the 

'*  The  Share 

Register 

Book,"  three 

directors 

having  given 

the  customary 

certificate  of 

the  transfer, 

and  a  return 

having  been  made  to  the  Stamp  Office  that  the  Plaintiff  had  ceased  to  be  a  member. 

In  October  a  banking  company  stopped  payment.  The  Plaintiff  had  in  Juitf  sold 
his  shares,  the  purchaser  had  obtained  certificates  from  three  directors  of  ownership, 
the  transfer  had  been  entered  in  ''  The  Share  Register  Book,"  and  the  company  had 
returned  to  the  Stamp  Office  that  the  Plaintiff  had  ceased  to  be  a  member  -,  but  no 
formal  consent  of  a  **  Board  of  Directors"  to  the  transfer  had  been  obtained,  as  re- 
quired by  the  company's  deed.  The  company  instigated  a  creditor  to  sue  the  Plaintiff*, 
and,  to  enable  him  to  succeed,  they  retraiisferred  the  sliares  into  the  Plaintiff**s  name 
in  their  books,  and  made  a  new  return  to  the  Stamp  Office,  including  him  as  a  share- 
holder. The  creditor  recovered  at  law.  Held,  nevertheless,  that  in  equity  the  Plaintiff* 
was  no  longer  a  shareholder  as  between  him  and  the  company ;  and,  secondly,  that 
the  proceedings  of  the  creditor  being  collusive,  he  ought  not  in  equity  to  be  allowed  to 
enforce  his  judgment 


SHORTRIDGE  v.  BOSANQUET. 

TN  1836,  a  joint  stock  bank,  called  "The  Newcastle, 
Shields  and  Sunderland  Union  Banking-Company/' 
was  established. 


The  Plaintiff  Shortridge  held  shares  from  its  com- 
mencement, and  in  July^  1847,  he  sold  200  shares  to 
Mr.  Thew  and  40  to  Mr.  Miller;  and  the  question  in 
this  cause  related  to  the  validity  of  their  transfer.    The 


consent  of  a  *^ Board''  of  Directors,   which,   in   this 
instance,  had  not  been  strictly  obtained. 

Upon  the  sales  of  the  shares  in  question,  notices,  in 

the 


1847,  July,         Sales  of  shares 

1847,  Aug,  26.  Certificate,  receipt  and 
transfer  in  books. 

1847,  Sept.  22.  Dealings  with  L.  and  W. 
Bank  commenced. 

1847,  Oct,  8.   Return  to  Stamp  Office. 

1847,  Oc^  21.  Company  stopped  pay- 
ment. 

1847,  Dec,  8.  Company  instigate  action. 


1848,  Jan,  8.   Transfer  disputed  by  Com- 
pany. 
1848,  Jan.  14.  Retransfer  made. 
1848,  Jan,  15.  Return  to  Stamp  Office. 

1848,  Jan,  24.  Action  commenced. 

1849,  Dec,        Trial. 

1850,  Apr,  19.  Suit. 

1850,  Julif  8.    Rule  for  New  Trial  dia- 
chaiged. 
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the  usual  printed  form,  and  signed  by  the  Plaintiff,  1852. 
were  delivered  at  the  bank,  stating  that  he  had  agreed 
to  sell|  and  proposed  to  transfer  those  shares  to  the 
purchasers.  The  broker,  at  the  same  time,  asked  if  BosAKQutt, 
the  transfers  would  be  accepted ;  and  the  clerk,  after 
referring  to  the  managing  director,  answered  in  the 
affirmative.  The  purchase-money  was  in  consequence 
paid,  and  on  the  26th  of  August ^  the  shares  were  trans* 
ferred  into  the  names  of  the  purchasers  in  the  *'  Share 
Register  Book,"  and  a  certificate  of  ownership  handed 
over  to  the  purchasers,  signed  by  three  directors,  certi- 
fyiog  under  the  83rd  section  that  Tftew  was  a  proprietor 
of  200  shares,  and  that  the  shares  stood  in  his  name  in 
the  "Share  Register  Book."  This  certificate  was  not 
in  eodformity  with  the  form  of  consent  to  transfer  spe- 
cified in  the  144th  section  (a).  Thew  on  the  same  day 
signed  a  receipt  of  the  certificate  from  the  board  of 
directors  of  shares  "  lately  held  by  Richard  Skartridge,** 
U)d  declared,  that  he  held  them  subject  to  the  cove- 
mnts  in  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  company. 

No  formal  consent  was  ever  given  by  a  '^  Board''  of 
Directors,  as  required  by  the  144th  section ;  but  on  the 
8th  of  October,  1847,  the  company  made  a  return  upon 
oath,  to  the  Stamp  Office,  under  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  s.  8, 
in  the  form  in  schedule  B.,  stating  that  the  Plaintiff 
l^&d  ceased  to  be  a  member  of  the  company. 

After  the  transfers,  the  purchasers  were  treated  as 
shareholders  by  the  directors;  they  received  the  divi- 
tl^ods,  the  circulars  of  general  meetings,  and  the  notices 
of  calls,  and  they  attended  meetings,  and  were  threaten- 
ed with  proceedings  for  their  calls. 

On  the  21st  October,  1847,  the  Union  Bank,  though 

it 
(a)  See/)Oft,p.  88. 
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it  had  hitherto  paid  a  dividend  of  ten  per  cent.,  sus- 
pended its  payment*;,  being  at  that  time  indebted  to  the 
London  and  Westminster  Bank,  with  whom  it  had 
opened  an  account  on  the  22nd  of  September^  1847, 
and  the  debt  then  amounted  to  50,000Z. 

In  December^  1847,  the  'Newcastle  Bank,  alleging 
that  some  wealthy  shareholders  had  transferred  their 
shares  to  parties  of  limited  means,  within  a  few  weeks 
of  the  suspension  of  its  payments,  instigated  the  London 
and  Westminster  Bank  to  obtain  judgment  against  the 
Newcastle  Bank,  and  then  presented  them  with  a  list 
(in  which  the  Plaintiff  was  included)  of  persons  to  be 
sued  upon  the  judgment.  The  Newcastle  Bank,  on  the 
8th  o{  January f  1848,  informed  the  Plaintiff  that  they 
would  not  allow  the  transfer  of  the  200  shares  to  Tkew, 
nor  the  40  shares  to  Miller,  "  for  want  of  proper  assent, 
on  the  part  of  the  board  of  directors,  to  the  sale  and 
transfer  of  those  shares,  as  prescribed  by  the  deed  of 
settlement."  This  was  resisted  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  on 
the  14th  o(  January,  1848,  a  board  of  directors  caused 
an  entry  to  be  made  in  the  "Share  Register  Book," 
that  the  consent  of  the  board  of  directors  to  the  transfers 
from  the  Plaintiff  not  having  been  given,  and  this  entry 
having  been  made  without  their  authority,  the  alleged 
transfer  was  null  and  void." 

On  the  16th  of  January,  1848,  they  made  a  new 
return  to  the  Stamp  Office,  wherein  they  included  the 
name  of  Skortridge  as  the  holder  of  the  240  shares,  and 
this  they  did  in  concert  with  the  London  and  West- 
minster  Bank,  and  for  the  express  purpose  of  enabling 
that  bank  to  sue  the  Plaintiff.  The  London  and  West^ 
minster   Bank   accordingly,  on   the  24th  of  January^ 

1848, 
(«)  Under  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  s.  8. 
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1  S4:8y  proceeded  by  scire  facias  against  the  PlaintiflF       1862. 

SLXi^d   obtained  judgment  (a).  v^^/-^• 

Shortridob 

V. 

It  appeared  that  for  four  or  five  years  the  same  Boiaiiquet. 
crouiirse  as  that  described  had  been  pursued^  and  that 
company  had  not,  in  practice,  required  any  formal 
»ent  of  a  Board  of  Directors  to  the  transfer  of 
^l:msi.res,  the  matter  being  arranged  at  the  office  of  the 
l>£i.i:2lL  by  the  managing  director. 

'X'he  Plainti6f  instituted  the  present  suit  on  the  19th 

^3kwLy  of  AprUf  1850,  alleging  that  he  was  no  longer  a 

^V»cu-eholder  of  the  Newcastle  Bank;  that  by  collusion 

l>^t.iiveen  the  two  banking  companies  the  action  had  been 

l^X'ougfat;  and  that  he  was  not  liable.    The  bill  prayed, 

ii=a   effect,  a  declaration,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  no  longer 

^-  sliarebolder  in  the  company :— that  his  name  might 

^^^  erased  from  the  books,  and  for  an  injunction  to  re- 

^^I'^tin  the  company  from  continuing  it  therein  or  in  any 

•"^"tom,  and  to  restrain  the  London  and   Westminster 

■^^^xyk  from  prosecuting  their  action,  and  that  the  Union 

^^^nk  might  indemnify  the  Plaintiff  against  any  losses 

^^^  stained  by  him  from  the  proceedings. 

*Xlie  clauses  of  the  deed  of  settlement  relating  to  the 
^i  ^^^Mtion  were  to  the  effect  following : — 

That  the  board  of  directors  shall  deliver  to  every  person  ap- 

'^P'ed  by  them  as  fit  to  be  a  holder  of  shares,  after  the  entry  of  bis 

&C.  in  the  Share  Register  Book,  a  certificate  tigned  by  three  of 

^lireeton,  specifying  the  number  of  shares,  and  that  they  stood  in 

in  the  Share  Register  Book. 

The  board  of  directors  were  to  cause  the  name,  &c.  of  every 
entitled  to  be  registered  to  be  inserted  as  the  holder  of  any 
I  in  the  "  Share  Register  Book." 

That  tbe  board  of  directors  shall  alone  have  the  power  to  make 

any 

(a)  See  Bosanquel  v.  Shortridge,  4  £rcA.  Rep.  699. 
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any  entry,  erasure  or  alteration  in  the  **  The  Share  Register  Book," 
and  the  same  shall  not  be  inspected  without  permission  of  the  board. 

138.  Every  person  entitled  to  any  shares  was  entitled  to  be  registered 
as  the  holder  thereof,  or  to  dispose  of  the  same. 

144.  That  no  person  shall  become  or  be  registered  as  a  shareholder 
without  the  consent  of  a  board  of  directors,  who  may,  on  the  applica- 
tion of  any  shareholder  or  other  person  entitled  to  dispose  of  any 
shares,  testify  the  same  by  a  certificate  in  writing,  signed  by  three  of 
the  directors,  which  may  be  in  the  following  form  :~^ 

Then  foUowed  a  form,  by  which  the  three  directors  purported  to 
tontent  to  the  shares  specified  being  transferred  to  A.  B.,  and  to  his 
name  being  entered  in  "  The  Share  Register  Book"  as  holder  of  such 
shares. 

146.  Afler  such  certificate  shall  be  duly  signed,  the  person  applying 
might  require  the  name  of  the  proposed  shareholder  to  be  entered  in 
the  Share  Register  Book ;  and  after  sucli  entry,  the  former  owner  was 
not  to  have  any  claim  or  demand  against  the  company,  and  was  to  be 
firee  and  discharged  from  all  covenants,  agreements,  &c.  respecting 
such  shares. 

147.  That  every  such  certificate  of  consent  shall  be  deposited  with 
and  remain  in  the  custody  of  the  board  of  directors. 

148.  If  the  directors  refused  their  consent,  the  company  were  bound 
to  take  the  shares  at  the  average  price. 


156.  Every  entry,  erasure  or  other  alteration  which,  upon  the  pur- 
chase of  any  shares,  should  have  been  made  by  the  board  of  directors 
in  "The  Share  Register  Book,"  was  to  be  binding  and  conclusive  on 
the  last  shareholder,  who  was  not  to  be  at  liberty  to  dispute  or  call  the 
same  in  question,  nor,  for  that  purpose,  to  inquire  whether  all  the  rules 
and  regdations  had  been  duly  observed ;  but  if  they  had  not  been 
observed,  he  might  maintain  his  action  against  any  person  for  the 
neglect. 

157.  Made  it  unnecessary  for  the  board  of  directors,  previous  to  the 
entry  of  a  new  holder  in  the  Share  Register  Book,  to  inquire  whether 
the  shares  had  been  efiectually  vested  in  him. 

158.  The  Share  Register  Book  was,  as  between  the  company  and 
every  person  claiming  to  be  a  shareholder,  to  be  conclusive  evidence 
on  behalf  of  the  company  to  show  whether  he  was  a  shareholder. 

159.  The 
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159.  The  certificates  of  the  board  were  to  be  eonchnive  evidence, 
OB  behalf  of  such  sbarebolder,  that  he  was  a  sharebolder  in  respect  of 
the  shares  mentioned  therein,  and  should  continue  to  be  <*  until  such 
entrj,  erasure  or  other  alteration,  as  herehibefore  is  mentioned,  shall 
hare  been  made  by  the  board  of  directors  in  The  Share  Register 
Book,  for  die  purpose  of  makiug  it  appear  therein  that  the  holder  of 
the  shares  mentioned  in  such  certificate  or  certificates  is  no  longer 
entitled  to  such  shares." 

161  None  of  the  shareholders  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  examine  or 
iiHpect  the  books,  &c.  of  the  company. 


1852. 

SMOaTBlOOS 

V. 
BOSMIQUBT. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  J  Mr.  Elmsky  and  Mr.  Batts^  for  the 
Plaintiff.  — At  law,  the  PlaiQti6f  Shortridge  relied  on 
%al  defences,  and  he  could  not  avail  himself  of  his 
equities  as  against  a  creditor  of  the  banking  company. 
Tbe  action  at  law«  therefore,  merely  decided  that  there 
bad  been  no  legal  transfer,  leaving  untouched  the  equi- 
ties between  the  parties. 

It  is  admitted,  that  for  five  or  six  years  the  practice 
of  the  company  was  to  allow  of  transfers  without  going 
through  the  form  of  obtaining  the  consent  of  a  board 
of  directors ;  the  certificate  of  three  directors  and  the 
t^sfer  in  the  company's  books  was  all  that  was  done. 
^0  law  is  this,  that  whatever  may  be  the  terms  of  the 
Partnership  deed,  partners  may,  by  their  conduct  and 
DWde  of  conducting  their  affairs,  waive  or  vary  the 
^^^OiB  of  the  written  agreement  between  them,  Const  v. 
-HarrM(a);  and  when,  in  practice,  formalities  have  been 
^*8r^arded  by  the  company,  the  Court  assumes  a  waiver 
of  the  formalities  and  an  universal  assent  to  the  varia- 
tion: Walters*  case(&).  As  a  party  who  claims  the 
beo^t  of  shares,  transferred  without  the  prescribed 
^(^niialities,  cannot  avail  himself  of  the  want  of  them  to 
^^pe  the  liabilities  of  a  contributory,  Maguires  case(c); 

The 
(a)  Turn.  Sf  R.  523.  (6)  3  De  G.  ^  S.  149. 

(c)  ZDtG^SfS,  31. 
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1852.  The  Cheltenham  ^c.  Railway  Co.  v.  Daniel  (a);  The 
Sheffield,  ^e.  Railway  Co,  v.  Woodcock  (b) ;  so,  on  tbe 
other  handy  a  company  is  not  entitled  to  treat  a  trans* 
BosANQUBT.  action  as  void,  by  reason  of  the  non-observance  of  the 
forms,  which  their  own  iiTegularity  and  neglect  have 
made  it  impossible  to  observe,  Ex  parte  Bagge{c).  Here 
the  shareholders  had  no  power  or  control  over  the  books 
or  the  proceedings  of  the  directors ;  they  had  no  means 
of  ascertaining  whether  the  formalities  had  been  com- 
plied with,  except  through  the  certificate.  If  the  books 
were  binding,  then,  immediately  on  the  Plaintiff  ceasing 
to  appear  on  the  books  and  in  the  return  to  the  Stamp 
Office,  all  power  over  him  as  a  shareholder  ceased. 
Even  if  they  had  the  legal  power  to  do  so,  it  was  a 
fraudulent  abuse  of  it  to  reinstate  the  PlaintifTs  name 
and  return  him  as  a  shareholder  to  the  Stamp  Office 
post  litem  motam. 

The  case  is  very  similar  to  Taylor  v.  Hughes  {d),  in 
which  a  banking  company  having  stopped  payment, 
certain  shareholders  contributed  towards  payment  of 
tbe  debts,  but  otfiers  refused.  A  creditor,  by  arrange- 
ment with  the  company,  obtained  a  judgment  by  con- 
fessions against  the  public  officer,  and  then,  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  company,  issued  a  scire  facias  against  the 
Plaintiff,  who  had  been  a  shareholder,  but,  before  the 
contract  with  the  creditor,  had,  by  informal  transfers, 
assigned  his  shares  to  a  trustee  for  the  company.  This 
was  held  fraudulent,  and  the  creditor  was  restrained 
from  proceeding  at  law  against  the  Plaintiff. 

As  to  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank,  the  proceed- 
ing is  wholly  collusive.  They  had  notice  of  the  nature 
of  the  whole  transaction,  and  have  been  put  forward  by 

the 

(fl)  2  Q.  B.  Rep,  281.  (r)  13  Beav.  162. 

(6)  7  M,^W.  674.  (</)  2  Jones  ^  Lai,  24. 
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the  Newcdutle  Bank  for  their  own  purposes  and  benefit. 

The  case  must  therefore  be  determined  upon  the  equities 

between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Netccastk  Bank.     It  is  a 

fraud  for  a  creditor  to  sue  a  member,  at  the  instigation    Bo§akqu«t. 

aod  for  the  benefit  of  the  company,  Lewis  v.  Billing  (a) ; 

Femikaugk  v.  Leader  (b);  and  CtUts  ▼.  Riddell(c). 

Mr.  Rolt,  Mr.  Campbell  and  Mr.  Hetherivgton,  for 
the  London  and  Westminster  Bank. — ^These  Defendants 
are  creditors  of  the  Newcastle  Banking  Company,  and 
whatever  may  be  the  equities  of  the  shareholders  and 
directors  inter  se,  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank 
have  a  clear  right  to  enforce  their  legal  rights  and  obtain 
payment  from  any  of  the  legal  shareholders.    The  action 
at  law  has  decided,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  a  shareholder 
and  liable  to  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank,  and 
any  defence,  arising  from  a  fraudulent  alteration  of  the 
hooks  or  an  irregular  return  to  the  Stamp  OflSce,  was 
matter  to  be  relied  on  upon  the  trial  of  the  action. 
There  has  been  no  new  trial,  nor  any  appeal  to  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  and  therefore  the  legal  rights  have 
been  finally  determined. 

Courts  have  held  companies  strictly  to  the  terms  of 
tbdr  partnership  contract,  and  any  informality  is  fatal, 
Morgan's  case(cf);  Ex  parte  HaU{e)\  Ex  parte 
^^owetif);  Ness  v.  Angas(g);  Bume  v.  PenneU{h). 

The  directors  are  mere  agents,  and  could  only  bind 
the  company  to  the  extent  of  their  authority;  they  had 
DO  power  to  relieve  a  shareholder  from  the  obligations 
expressly  imposed  by  the  deed. 

By 

(a)  4  RaUvf.  Cat.  414.  Mac.  if  Gor.  307. 

(b)  lb.  373.  {f)lD^  O.,  Mac.  *  Gor. 
(f)  I  Df  G.  *  5.  226.                421. 

(d)  1  HaU  Sf  T.  320,  and  1  (g)  3  Eich.  Rep.  805. 
Ifof.  4-  Gor.  225.  (X)  2  H.  Lds.  Cas.  497. 

(e)  1  Hmll  if  T.  580,  and  1 
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By  the  168th  clause  of  the  deed,  the  share  register 
book  is  conclusive  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  company ; 
and  by  the  lS6th  clause,  the  directors  had  express  power 
BbsANQUEf.  to  make  erasures  and  alterations ;  and  a  power  to  cor* 
rect  errors  was  incident  to  their  office  of  directors.  This 
is  not  a  case  of  collusion,  but  the  creditor  is  exercising 
his  legal  powers  for  his  own  benefit. 

Mr.  Roupelly  Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Stevens j  for  the  New^ 
castle  Bank. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer^  in  reply. 


April  20.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a 
decree. 


There  are  two  questions  in  this  case ;  first,  whether 
the  Plaintiff,  as  between  himself  and  the  Newcastle 
Bank,  is  a  shareholder,  and  ff  he  be  not,  then,  second ly, 
whether  the  action  at  law  is  the  bona  fide  action  of  the 
London  and  Westminster  Bank,  so  that  they  ought  to  be 
permitted  to  enforce  the  judgment,  or  whether  it  is  not 
in  reality  the  action  of  the  Newcastle  Bank.  I  lay  aside, 
for  the  present,  the  consideration  whether  these  sales 
were  fraudulently  made  by  the  Plaintiff  with  a  know- 
ledge that  the  Bank  was  in  a  failing  condition,  and  I 
shall,  for  the  present,  assume  that  the  sales  were  bon& 
fide. 

The  legal  right  of  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank 
has  been  clearly  settled  by  the  action  at  law,  and  there- 
fore if  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  any  relief,  it  must  be 
by  reason  of  some  equity.  In  considering  this,  I  shall 
first  examine  how  the  matter  would  now  stand  if  no 

alteration 
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alteratioD  had  taken  place  id  the  books  of  the  Union        1862L 


Bank  as  they  existed  prior  to  the  8th  of  January ;  and      ^^^^ 

I  shall  next  consider,  how  the  subsequent  alterations     ■®"**'*^* 


o. 


have  varied  the  equities  between  the  parties.  Boianqubt, 

If  the  books  had  remained  unaltered,  the  Plaintiff's 
name  would  not  appear  upon  them  as  a  shareholder. 
The  onus  of  proof  would  then  be  shifted  and  be  the 
rererse  of  what  it  was  in  the  action  of  Bosanquet  v. 
Skartrutge,  in  which  the  books  and  the  stamp  oflGice 
return  included  Mr.  Shoriridge  as  a  shareholder,  which 
made  it  incumbent  on  him  to  show  that  a  valid  and  legal 
transfer  of  the  shares  had  been  made  by  him  to  other 
persons.    The  Court  of  Law,  however,  held,  that  the 
transfers,  which  were  found  by  the  special  verdict  to 
have  been  made  without  the  consent  of  a  board  of 
directors,  as  required  by  the  deed,  were  not  valid  and 
legal,  so  as  to  discharge  the  Plaintiff  from  his  liability 
as  a  shareholder.    On  the  assumption  on  which  I  am 
now  proceeding,  that  the  Plaintiff's  name  does  not 
appear  in  the  books  or  the  return,  the  burthen  of  proof 
rests  with  the  Newcastle  Bank,  to  show  that  the  Plaintiff 
is  still  a  shareholder.    And  on  this  part  of  the  case  I 
have  to  consider  how  far  the  evidence  establishes  that 
fact,  and  whether  the  Union  Bank  are  at  liberty,  con-* 
astently  with  their  contract,  to  insist  that  he  is.     For 
this  purpose  it  becomes  very  material  to  examine  the 
provisions  of  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  company. 
The  board  of  directors  are  to  deliver  to  the  persons 
approved  by  the  board  as  fit  to  be  shareholders  a  cer- 
tificate of  the  shares  held  {a).    These  have  been  de- 
livered to  Mr.  Thew  and  Mr.  Miller.    The  board  are 
to  e^ter  the  names  in  the  Share  Register  Book  (£), 
M  they  also  have  the  power  of  making  any  entry  or 
iteration  in  it(c),  and  no  person  is  to  be  registered 

(f)  83rd  Clause.         {b)  84th  Clause.        (c)  85th  Clause. 
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1852.  ^s  ^  shareholder  withoat  the  consent  of  the  board. 
The  directors  therefore  are  to  keep  the  book,  and  the 
shareholders  have  no  mode  of  ascertaining  how  it  is 
BosANQUBT.  kept  (a),  or  whether  their  names  have  been  duly  entered 
therein ;  all  that  they  can  do  is,  to  require  a  certificate, 
signed  by  three  directors,  of  their  holding  their  shares. 
The  Share  Register  Book  on  behalf  of  the  company  (b), 
and  the  certificate  on  behalf  of  a  shareholder,  is  to  be 
conclusive  evidence  to  show  whether  he  is  a  shareholder 
in  the  company.  There  was  good  reason  for  adopting 
this  regulation.  A  purchaser  had  not  the  means  of 
ascertaining,  by  actual  inspection,  whether  his  name  had 
been  duly  entered  in  the  Share  Register  Book,  which 
nevertheless  is  to  be  conclusive  against  him,  and  there- 
fore he  is  entitled  to  a  certificate,  which  is  to  be  con- 
clusive in  his  favour.  Then  on  the  assumption  that  Mr, 
Thews  name  appears  on  the  Share  Register  Book  as 
the  owner  of  the  200  shares,  the  158th  clause  is  distinct, 
that  it  is  to  be  conclusive  evidence  as  between  him  and 
the  company,  and  it  is  therefore  conclusive  evidence 
that  Mr.  TheWj  and  not  the  Plaintiff,  is  now  the  holder 
of  the  200  shares  which  the  company  now  allege  have 
not  been  duly  transferred  by  the  Plaintiff.  The  share- 
holders having  no  means  of  ascertaining  whether  the 
board  of  directors  had  strictly  complied  with  all  the 
provisions  of  the  deed,  in  their  mode  of  keeping  the 
Share  Register  Book,  how  can  the  Board  of  directors  be 
now  permitted  to  say,  the  entries  in  that  book  are 
entirely  fictitious,  and  that  although  they  have  kept  it 
in  a  most  irregular  and  improper  manner,  and  although 
they  may  be  very  much  to  blame,  and  the  Plaintiff 
may  have  a  right  of  action,  yet  the  company  who 
have  confided  to  them  the  due  conduct  of  its  affairs  is 
not  liable,  nor  are  they  bound  by  an  entry  which  they  or 
some  unauthorized  person  has  made  in  the  Share  Register 
Book.    The  answer  made  by  the  Plaintiff  is  this : — If 

the 
(a)  l62Dd  aause.  (J>)  158th  Clause. 
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the  contract  entered  into  by  me  had  been  thai  I  was  to  1862. 
be  liable  for  any  irregularity  in  the  mode  of  keeping  the 
books,  it  ought  to  have  been  so  expressed ;  but  the  con* 
tract  which  I  entered  into  was,  that  this  book  should  be  BoiAWQuar, 
coDclasife  evidence  between  us.  I  ascertained  the  name 
of  my  transferree  had  been  entered  in  the  book,  and  the 
transfer  clerk  delivered  over  a  certificate  that  the  entry 
had  been  duly  made  accordingly,  and  this  is  conclusive 
as  between  us.  The  Plaintiff  may  also  well  say,  "if  this 
had  not  been  conclusive,  and  the  directors  had  not  con- 
sented to  the  transfer,  I  would,  under  the  compulsory 
clause,  have  compelled  the  company  to  take  the  shares 
at  the  average  price." 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  neither  the  directors 
nor  the  board  of  directors  nor  the  company  itself  can  be 
aUowed  to  give  evidence  that  those  entries  and  certifi- 
cates are  invalid ;  or  to  insist  that  the  168th  and  169th 
claoses  making  them  conclusive  evidence  are  to  be 
wholly  disregarded.  It  was  suggested,  that  the  Plaintiff 
night  have  applied  for  a  certificate  under  the  144th 
daose,  but  after  Mr.  Thew  had  received  the  certificate 
of  transfer,  the  Plaintiff  could  not  have  obtained  it,  for 
the  clause  only  entitles  a  person  to  obtain  it  who  is  still 
a  shareholder  and  desirous  to  transfer.  But  if  he  had 
applied  and  had  obtained  such  a  certificate,  it  would  not 
have  advanced  him  one  step ;  for  the  same  objection 
oow  urged  would  have  been  made  to  it,  viz.,  that  it 
was  given  by  three  directors,  and  not  by  the  board. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  if  the  books  remained 
^tered  and  the  return  to  the  stamp  oflSce  unchanged, 
•od  if  the  names  of  Mr.  Thew  and  Mr.  Miller^  and  not 
tbt  of  the  Plaintiff,  appeared  as  the  holders  of  these 
■l^ares,  the  Union  Bank  could  not  have  said  to  Plaintiff 
''You  are  a  shareholder  and  liable  in  respect  of  these 
Bhares." 

I  have 
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I  have  next  to  consider  how  the  case  stands,  when 
the  book  is  produced,  containing  the  special  entry, 
that  the  transfer  made  to  Mr.  Thew  was  invalid  by 
reason  of  its  not  having  received  the  sanction  of  a 
board  of  directors.  When  was  that  entry  made  ?  Why 
not  till  after  the  contest  had  arisen  between  the  Plaintiff 
and  the  company.  So  that  post  litem  motam  between 
these  parties,  the  Defendants,  the  Newcastle  Bank,  think 
fit  to  alter  their  book,  for  the  very  purpose  of  introducing 
the  Plaintiff's  name  as  a  shareholder,  and  they  then 
make  a  new  return  to  the  stamp  office  containing  his 
name  as  a  shareholder.  How  can  that  avail  them  ? 
How  can  they  be  allowed,  by  their  own  act,  to  take 
upon  themselves  to  determine  the  question  at  issue 
between  them  and  the  Plaintiff?  If  they  could  do  it 
then,  when  was  their  power  of  altering  their  books  to 
cease  ?  They  might  do  it  after  suit,  nay  after  the  cause 
was  in  the  paper.  To  hold  that  they  could  do  it  at  all 
after  the  contest  had  arisen,  is  to  hold  that  they  may 
alter  their  own  books,  at  any  time,  for  the  purpose  of 
suiting  their  own  interests,  at  their  own  individual 
pleasure.  They  might  possibly  contract  for  such  powers 
to  be  intrusted  to  them,  but  I  should  require  the  strictest 
proof  that  a  shareholder  to  be  prejudiced  by  this  power 
had  knowingly  entered  into  such  a  contract 


I  asked,  during  the  argument,  where  any  such  au- 
thority is  to  be  found  in  the  deed,  and  it  was  admitted 
that  there  was  no  express  and  distinct  authority.  It  was, 
however,  said,  that  by  the  85th  clause  it  is  provided, 
that  the  board  of  directors  alone  shall  make  entries, 
erasures  or  alterations  ;  and  by  the  1 56th  clause,  every 
such  entry,  erasure  and  alteration,  which  upon  the  ac- 
quisition  of  any  shares  shall  have  been  made,  shall  be 
conclusive  on  the  last  shareholder.  This  is  confined  to 
the  occasion  of  the  acquisition  of  shares,  and  does  not 

give 
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give  the  board  of  directors  a  power  of  transferring  shares        ]  852. 
from  the  name  of  one  person  to  another,  as  they,  at 
tbeirown  will  and  pleasure,  may  think  fit. 


Shortridoe 
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It  was  urged  with  truth  that  the  power  of  directors 
to  make  alterations  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  errors 
was  incidental  to  their  office,  as,  for  instance,  suppose  a 
person's  name  had  been  entered  as  Walter  instead  of 
WiUiam,  they  would  have  power  to  set  it  right;  I  think 
that  such  a  power  would  be  incidental  to  their  office  as 
a  board  of  directors,  but  that  it  does  not  extend  to  em- 
power them  to  vary  the  rights  between  parties.  Observe 
what  the  consequences  of  such  an  alteration  in  this 
book  would  lead  to.  Mr.  Tkew  being  the  shareholder 
in  the  share  register,  the  board  of  directors  say,  we  will 
niake  Mr.  Shortridge  the  shareholder  and  the  owner 
of  these  shares.  How  can  they  put  Mr.  Thew  or  Mr. 
Shortridge  in  the  same  position  they  were  in  before  ? 
A  contract  had  been  entered  into  between  them,  and  one 
bad  paid  a  large  sum  of  money  for  the  purchase  of  these 
shares.  Mr.  Thew  might  say,  '^  I  insist  on  being  a 
shareholder  of  the  bank,  for  I  think  it  likely  to  be  pro- 
fitable." It  is  obvious  that  the  fact  that  the  bank  was 
in  a  failing  condition  cannot  alter  the  question ;  for  if 
the  directors  have  power  to  make  these  alterations, 
they,  not  having  made  the  entry  in  the  first  place  ac- 
cording to  the  directions  and  mode  pointed  out  by  the 
deed  of  settlement,  might,  of  their  own  will  and  plea- 
8we,  or  from  any  motive,  afterwards  alter  it,  as  they 
AoQght  fit,  in  favour  of  any  other  person. 

It  is  settled,  as  it  appears  to  me  by  a  variety  of 
^•ses,  that  Mr.  Thew  could  not  have  resisted  being 
nJade  a  contributory,  in  case  this  Company  had  been 
wought  within  the  provisions  of  the  Winding-up  Acts. 
He  bad  in  fact  paid  for  the  shares ;  he  had  applied  for 

▼OL.  XVI.  H  and 
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and  obtained  the  certificate  of  being  the  holder  of  the 
shares;  he  had  received  dividends,  and  had  acted  at 
public  meetings  as  the  owner  of  these  shares.  If  Mr. 
Shortridge  was  a  shareholder  in  respect  of  these  shares, 
he  also  could  be  made  a  contributory  in  respect  of  them, 
there  would  then  be  two  persons  liable  as  contributories 
with  respect  to  the  same  shares.  Nothing  that  I  shall  say 
will  aifect  in  the  slightest  degree  the  case  o(  Bosanquet 
V.  Shortridge  and  Morgan's  case,  both  of  which  I  con- 
sider to  be  binding  on  me.  The  question  at  law  and 
that  before  me  are  perfectly  distinct.  The  question  here 
is,  whether  the  contract  entered  into  between  the  Plain- 
tiff and  the  company  is  not  such,  that  at  the  time  when 
the  contest  arose  between  them,  at  the  end  of  1847, 
he  had  not  ceased,  as  between  himself  and  the  com- 
pany, to  be  a  shareholder  of  the  company :  and  if  so, 
whether  they,  by  any  act  of  theirs,  can  make  him  a 
shareholder  of  the  company  subsequently  to  that 
period.  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  cannot.  I  do  not 
minutely  examine  the  evidence  with  respect  to  several 
observations  which  have  been  made  upon  that  part  of 
the  case — I  rather  put  it  upon  the  construction  of  the 
contract  they  have  entered  into,  because  in  my  opinion 
this  is  a  case  that  must  be  tried  by  the  contract,  and 
the  equities  arising  out  of  the  contract,  which  has  been 
entered  into  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Union  Bank. 


The  conclusion  to  which  I  come,  on  the  first  ques- 
tion, is,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  a  shareholder  of  the 
company  at  the  end  of  1847,  and  that  the  fact  of  the 
directors  having  since  put  his  name  on  the  list  has  not 
made  him  one.  With  respect  to  that  point  I  am  there- 
fore prepared  to  make  a  declaration  that  he  is  not  now 
a  shareholder  of  the  company. 


The  next  question  requires  little  to  be  said  upon  it,  for 

that 
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that  this  was  the  action  of  the  Newcastle  Bank  is  mani-        1862. 

feat,  and  the  evidence  is  conclusive  upon  the  subject.      v^^/-^• 
Mr.  Watson,  on  behalf  of  the  Newcastle  Bank,  writes  to        **  ^j^^^^ 
Mt.  Boy  on  behalf  of  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank,    Bosanquet. 
and  proposes^  that  the  latter  shall  bring  an  action,  and  he 
says  he  will  send  them  a  list  of  the  names  of  the  parties  to 
be  sued :  and  this  action,  though  a  mode  of  endeavour- 
ing to  enforce  and  establish  the  liability  of  the  Plaintiff 
to  iheLondon  and  Westminster  Bank,  was  brought  at  the 
request  and  at  the  instance  of  the  Newcastle  Bank :  there  . 

is  in  truth  no  concealment  about  it,  for  the  Defendants 
openly  state  the  nature  of  the  transactions  between 
them.  The  proceeding  is  one  in  which  the  London  and 
Westminster  Bank  act  by  the  desire  of  the  Newcastle 
Bank;  and  when  the  Plaintiff's  name  is  sent  as  one  of 
^e  persons  to  be  sued,  the  London  and  Westminster 
Bank  ask,  whether  they  can  usefully  do  it  at  that  time, 
as  the  name  of  Mr.  Shortridge  does  not  appear  in  the 
return  to  the  Stamp  Office.  Afterwards  the  book  is 
altered,  and  another  return  made,  including  the  Plain- 
tiff's name,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  action  to 
be  brought.  It  is  throughout  stated  that  the  action 
^as  that  of  the  Union  Bank  in  every  respect  except 
one,  viz.  the  Defendants  say,  that  the  money  recovered 
Jn  the  action  was  to  be  paid  to  the  London  and  West* 
»iw/cr  Bank,  and  not  to  the  Newcastle  Bank;  and  that 
the  Newcastle  Bank  having  applied  to  receive  the 
money  recovered  in  this  action,  the  London  and  West- 
minster Bank  declined  to  allow  it,  and  thence  it  is  said, 
you  must  try  it  by  this  test,  and  hold  that  it  is  the  action 
of  the  parties  who  recover  the  money.  It  is  plain,  how- 
^'er,  that  the  money  was  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  a 
debt  owing  by  the  Newcastle  Bank ;  it  was  therefore  in 
effect  a  payment  made  on  account  of  the  Newcastle 
^ank,  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  it  was  paid  to  the 
Newcastle  Bank  direct,  or  to  a  creditor  of  the  Newcastle 
H  2  Bank 
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Bank  in  discharge,  pro  tanto,  of  a  liability  of  that  bank. 
It  is  in  fact  exactly  the  same  thing.  The  action  was 
instituted  by  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank,  indem- 
nified against  all  costs  and  consequences  by  the  Newcastle 
Bank,  for  the  purpose  of  trying  this  question.  The  iVw- 
castle  Bank  no  doubt  obtained  great  advantages  by  that 
mode  of  proceeding,  because  they  tried  the  question 
against  the  Plaintiff  as  if  they  stood  in  the  position  of 
a  creditor  of  their  own  bank;  buti  n  my  opinion  they 
cannot  be  allowed  to  do  so,  but  must,  in  this  Court,  be 
bound  by  those  equities  upon  which  I  have  already 
expressed  my  opinion. 


The  result  is,  that  as  I  entertain  no  doubt  but  that  from 
the  beginning  to  the  end  this  was  the  action  of  the  iVeir- 
castle  Banking  Company,  brought  by  the  London  and 
Westminster  Bank,  at  their  desire,  for  their  own  purposes, 
and  in  order  to  effect  their  own  objects,  there  must  be  a 
perpetual  injunction  to  restrain  the  levying  execution 
upon  this  judgment.  Mr.  Shortridge  must  pay  the  Lon- 
don  and  Westminster  Bank  their  costs  of  the  suit,  and  add 
them  to  his  own  costs,  and  have  them  over  against  the 
Newcastle  Banking  Company,  and  there  must  be  a  de- 
claration that  the  Plaintiff  has  ceased  to  be  a  partner. 


AprU  21. 


BROCKLEHURST  v.  FLINT. 


npHE  testator  directed  his  trustees  to  pay  the  produce 
four  persons  ^^  "^'^  ^^^^  estate  to  John  Gaunt,  Matthew  Gaunt, 

or  any  of  Mary  Gaunt  and  Josiah  Gaunt,  or  to  any  of  them 

sharM,  &c.,  as  exclusively  of  the  others,  in  such  shares  as  his  widow 


A  testator 
gave  a  fund  to 
fou 


A,  B,  should 
appoint,  and 
in  default 
equally.     He 
directed  that 


should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  to  pay 

it  to  them  equally. 

And 


such  four  persons  should  bring  into  hotchpot  the  amount  of  advances  he  mi^ht  make 
to  any  of  them  in  his  life.  Held,  that  the  hotchpot  clause  operated  on^  on  the 
unappointed  fund,  if  any. 
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And  after  reciting  that  he  had  advanced  divers  sums 
to  Matthew  J  and  might  probably  make  some  advances 
to  Johuj  Mary  and  Josiah,  he  directed,  that  their  shares, 
respectively,  should  be  chargeable,  and  he  charged  them 
urith  the  repayment,  for  the  benefit  of  the  others,  of 
sucb  advances,  with  interest,  "  so  and  in  such  manner 
B,»,  on  a  correct  statement  of  accounts,  they  may  respec- 
tively have  an  equal  share  of  such  monies." 

The  vridow  appointed,  that  without  any  deduction  or 
ctbatement  whatsoever,  for  or  in  respect  of  any  money 
p3.icl  or  applied  to  or  for  their  benefit  or  for  their  pre- 
ferment in  the  world,  the  fund  should  be  divided  between 
^ifatihew,  John,  Mary  and  Josiah  equally.  Advances 
l^a.d  been  made  by  the  testator  to  some  of  the  ap- 
pointees. 

It  was  contended,  on  the  one  side,  that  the  hotchpot 
clause  related  only  to  the  unappointed  shares,  for  other- 
^se  the  power  of  appointment  in  unequal  shares  would 
*^  destroyed,  and  on  the  other  hand,  it  was  argued,  that 
tfae  appointees  could  take  no  part  of  the  fund  without 
fi'Bt  accounting  for  the  amount  of  the  advancements. 

^Vlr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Bazalgette,  for  the  Plainliflfs. 

^^r.  Faber,  Mr.  W.  M.  James,  Mr.  Prior,  Mr.  Rou- 
f^^i  and  Mr.  Giffard,  for  the  other  appointees. 

^r.  C  Hall  and  Mr.  Dickinson,  for  the  trustees: 
^^cUie  V.  Peddie  (a)  was  cited. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  said,  that  if  the  advancements  made  by  the  testa* 

tor 
(o)  6  Sim.  78. 
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1852.  tor  are  to  be  brought  into  hotchpot,  the  effect  will  be 
to  revoke  the  power  of  distribution  given  to  the  widow. 
To  this  it  is  answered,  that  this  is  not  necessarily 
the  case,  for  the  revocation  will  be  only  pro  tanto,  or 
for  the  amount  of  the  advancements.  This,  however, 
in  substance,  amounts  to  the  same  thing,  for  if  it  was 
intended  that  the  widow  should  only  have  a  power  of 
appointment,  subject  to  the  sums  advanced,  it  would 
fetter  her  power  and  prevent  her  appointing  what  she 
pleased  to  any  child  whom  the  testator  had  advanced 
by  way  of  portion. 

If  the  Court  can  make  all  parts  of  the  will  consis- 
tent, it  is  bound  to  do  so,  and  for  that  purpose,  it  must 
look  at  the  whole  scope  of  it,  in  order  to  ascertain 
the  real  intention  of  the  testator.  Looking  at  the  will 
in  that  view,  I  think  it  may  be  so  construed  as  to  pro- 
duce no  inconsistency,  by  limiting  the  operation  of  the 
clause  to  that  part  of  the  fund  unappointed  by  the 
widow,  so  that  the  fund  will  go  in  such  way  as  the 
widow  shall  appoint,  but  in  default  of  appointment,  the 
objects  shall  take  equally,  after  bringing  their  advance- 
ments into  hotchpot.  The  testator  did  not,  I  think, 
intend  to  fetter  the  discretion  of  his  widow,  or  to  pre- 
vent her  disposing  of  the  fund  amongst  the  objects,  in 
such  way  as  she  might  think  fit ;  but  he  desired  that  if 
she  did  not  execute  the  power,  then  they  were  to  take 
equally,  after  accounting  for  the  sums  which  he  had 
advanced  them  in  his  lifetime. 

Reading  the  will  in  that  way,  there  is  neither  a  revo- 
cation of  the  power  nor  any  inconsistency. 
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WARDE  V.  WARDE.  A%  3. 

XN  1834,  Mr.  Warde,  on  his  marriage,  charged  his  A  wife  had  a 

-^      Warwickshire  estate  with  a  jointure  rent  charge  of  cured  onTer 

1,000/.  in  favour  of  the  PlaintiflF,  his  wife,  for  her  life,  busband'set- 

if  she  abould  survive  him.    The  settlement  contained  a  1344^  thehus- 

power  for  Mr.  Warde  to  substitute  any  other  estate,  of  ^*°^  ^^' 
■^  .      .  ./  '        tracted  to  pur- 

ample  value,  m  lieu  of  the  estate  so  settled.  cbaae  an  es- 

tate F.,  and  to 
enable  him  to 
In  1844,  Mr.  Warde  contracted  for  the  purchase  of  sell  tbe  estate 

the  Luton  Hoo  estate  for  150,000/.,  and  to  enable  him  in*i845,  re-' 

to  pay  the  purchase  money,  he  contracted  to  sell  the  ]^^  ber 

'^  '^  ^  jointure,  and 

Warwickshire  estate,  and  by  a  deed,  dated  tbe  26th  of  he  tben  cove- 

September,  1846,  Mrs.  Warde  released  her  jointure  on  "u^^^J^^t"^ 

the  Warwickshire  estate,  and  Mr.  Warde  covenanted  to  "  estates  be 

charge  "  a  competent  and  sufficient  part  of  such  manors,  */J*^  acquire!*' 

messuages,  &c.,  &c.,  and  real  estates,  as  he  should  there-  Before  the  es- 

>.  .     jt     .  t  1  #.1  ^r^^  1  .     tate  Y,  bad 

after  acquire ^    with  a  rent  charge  of  1,000/.  a  year,  m  been  conveyed, 

lieu  of  the  jointure  so  released  by  his  wife.  tbe  busband 

•'  "^  contracted  to 

sell  it     Held, 

Mr.  Warde  afterwards  paid  a  considerable  part  of  the  thfwtatrrf' 

purchase  money  of  the  Luton  Hoo  estate,  but  before  the  was  cbar^ed 

whole  had  been  paid,  and  before  any  conveyance  had  tu^e, 

beea  made  to  him,  he,  in  1847,  contracted  to  sell  that  .  ^  covenant 

IS  to  be  con- 
estate  to  Mr.  Leigh  for  157,000/.,  and  a  considerable  strued  most 

part  of   the  purchase   money  was   now  in   Court  in  "^^^^jjj^^^^ije 

another  suit.  covenantor. 


This  bill  was  filed  by  Mrs.  Warde  against  her  bus* 
band,  her  trustees  and  the  purchaser  of  the  Luton  Hoo 
estate,  to  establish  her  jointure  charge  of  1,000/.  a  year 
upon  that  estate  or  on  the  purchase  money.  The  bill 
did  not  pray  any  rectification  of  the  deed  of  1846,  but  it 

was 
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was  alleged  and  appeared,  that  the  original  draft  of  the 
deed  of  1845  charged  the  Luton  Hoo  estate  with  the 
1,000/.  a  year,  but  it  was  altered  by  the  Conveyancer  and 
Warde.       general  words  were  substituted. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Dickinson,  for  the  Plaintiff,  cited 
Welleslet/r.  Wellesleyifl). 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Messiter,  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Lloyd,  for  the  purchaser. 

Mr.  Roupell  appeared  for  Mr.  Warde  the  principal 
Defendant,  and  contended,  that  the  covenant  did  not 
extend  to  the  Luton  Hoo  estate,  which  was  not  an 
"after  acquired  estate,"  it  having  been  contracted  for 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  covenant  and  it  never  having 
been  conveyed  to  him. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  whether,  on  the  proper  construction 
of  this  deed,  the  Luton  Hoo  estate  is  included  in  the 
covenant,  and  is  an  estate  on  which  the  jointure  is  to  be 
fixed.     I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is. 

The  circumstances  of  this  case  are  these: — Mrs.TTarrfe 
had  a  jointure  rent-charge  on  the  Warwickshire  estate, 
and  the  Defendant,  having  purchased  another  estate  in 
Bedfordshire,  called  the  Luton  Hoo  estate,  was  desirous 
of  selling  the  Warwickshire  estate  for  the  purpose  of 
providing  the  money  to  pay  for  the  purchased  estate. 
The  marriage  settlement,  which  charged  the  Warwick- 
shire estate  with  the  jointure,  contained  a  power  to  sub* 

stitute 
4  Myl  4-  Cr.  554. 
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stitute  other  estates  for  the  Warunckshire  estate ;  and  to 
avoid  the  expense  of  satisfying  the  purchaser  of  the 
Warunclukire  estate  that  the  estate  to  be  substituted 
was  a  sufficient  security  for  it,  it  was  obviously  the 
better  course  to  release  the  estate  entirely  from  the 
jointure,  and  for  the  husband  to  enter  into  a  covenant 
by  which  he  should  charge  the  Luton  Hoo  estate  or  his 
subsequently  acquired  estates  with  this  jointure. 

Instructions  were  given  to  Mr.  Humphry  for  that 
purpose,  and  to  secure  it  on  that  Luton  Hoo  estate ;  and 
without  any  change  in  the  instructions,  or  any  thing  to 
show  any  alteration  of  intention  of  the  parties,  he  strikes 
out  the  Luton  Hoo  estate,  and  says,  "  all  the  estates  he 
should  thereafter  acquire." 

The  question,  upon  the  proper  construction  of  this 
covenant,  is,  whether  the  Luton  Hoo  estate  is  included 
therein.  The  argument  is  this  : — that  the  husband,  in 
1845,  was  in  equity  owner  of  the  Luton  Hoo  estate,  and 
that  it  therefore  cannot  be  included  in  the  term  '^  after 
acquired  estate,"  even  if  that  were  the  intention  of  the 
parties  at  the  time.  The  principle  of  construction  of 
covenants  is,  that  they  are  to  be  construed  most  strongly 
against  the  covenantor,  and  most  beneficially  in  favour 
of  the  covenantee.  Now  he  had  not  acquired  this 
estate  at  law,  though  he  had  in  equity;  that  is  to 
say,  as  between  the  vendor  and  purchaser,  the  Court 
holds  that  done  which  ought  to  be  done ;  but  he  had 
acquired  it  in  no  other  sense  as  between  himself  and 
the  covenantees.  The  acquisition  of  the  estate  was  in 
course  of  operation ;  it  was  going  on,  and  was  afterwards 
to  be  finally  completed.  Though  he  had  acquired  this 
estate  as  between  himself  and  the  vendor,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that,  on  the  proper  construction  of  this  cove- 
nant, the  Luton  Hoo  estate  was  included.    That  seems 

to 
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1862. 


to  have  been  the  view  of  Mr.  Humphry  when  he  pre- 
pared this  covenant.  He  did  not  consider  he  vras  ex- 
cluding this  estate  by  altering  the  draft  and  making  it 
^*  estates  as  he  should  thereafter  acquire/'  but  he  con- 
templated the  purchase  going  off  and  the  money  being 
laid  out  on  another  estate. 


I  think  this  is  the  proper  and  obvious  construction  of 
the  covenant,  and  I  am  prepared  to  make  the  declara- 
tion^  that  the  Luton  Hoo  estate  and  the  purchase  money 
for  it  are  subject  to  the  covenant. 


May  4. 


MAXWELL  V.  MAXWELL. 


npHIS  was  a  special  case. 


A  testator 
domiciled  in 

having  reid  ^^^  testator  being  domiciled  in  England,  and  having 

and  personal     Scotch  heritable  bonds,  and  real  and  personal  estate  in 

estate  there, 

besides  Scotch    Enffland,  made  his  will  in  1851,  whereby,  "by  virtue 

bo"d   d  ^^  every  right,  power,  or  authority,  enabling  him  in 

vised  and  be-    that  behalf,"  he  ''gave,  devised  and  bequeathed"  to 

trustees  **  all  his  real  and  personal  estate,  whatsoever 

or  wheresoever,"  upon  trust  for  his  wife  for  life,  with 

remainder  for  all  his  children,  their  heirs,"  &c. 


queathed  **  all 
his  real  and 
personal  es- 
tate, whatso- 
ever or 
wheresoever," 
upon  trasts, 
under  which 
his  heir  took 
'benefits.    The 
will  had  no 
operation  on 
the  heritable 
bonds,  which 
descended  to 
the  Scotch 
heir.    Hetd, 
by  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls 
and  affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices,  that  the  heir  was  not  bound  to  elect 


The  testator  died  on  the  day  on  which  he  made  his 
will.  The  heritable  bonds  did  not  pass  thereby,  but 
descended  on  his  eldest  son  and  heir,  for,  by  the  Scotch 
law,  the  will  was  inoperative  as  to  real  estate,  by  reason 
of  the  omission  of  the  word  "  dispone,"  and  of  a  proper 
attestation  clause,  stating  the  place  and  date  of  its  exe- 
cution. 


Maxwbll 
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cution,  and  the  names  and  descriptions  of  the  writer  1862. 
and  witnesses.  And  even  if  the  will  had  been  executed 
with  the  requisite  formalities  as  to  real  estate,  still,  by 
the  Scotch  law,  it  might  have  been  set  aside  by  the  Maxwell. 
heir,  so  far  as  it  affected  heritable  property  in  Scotland^ 
on  the  ground  of  its  having  been  executed  on  death- 
bed. But  this  did  not  prevent  the  law  of  approbate 
and  reprobate  being  set  up  against  the  heir  at  law,  if 
personal  estate  were  given  to  him  by  the  same  instru- 
ment. The  Scotch  law  of  approbate  and  reprobate,  as 
applicable  to  such  a  case,  was  stated  to  be  the  same  as 
the  English  law  of  election. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  heir  was  bound  to 
elect  between  the  heritable  securities  and  the  benefits 
given  him  by  the  testator's  will. 

Mr.  J.  Anderson  and  Mr.  Fleming,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
the  youi^er  children,  insisted,  that  the  words  used 
clearly  showed  an  intention  that  all  the  testator's  pro- 
perty^  whatsoever  or  wheresoever  situate,  should  pass 
by  the  will,  and  that  it  would  be  a  strange  construc- 
tion to  hold,  that  bonds  were  not  included  in  the  word 
*^  whatsoever,"  or  that  Scotland  was  not  included  in 
"  wheresoever."  That  Allen  v.  Anderson  (a)  had  been 
decided  on  an  assumed  analogy  between  copyholds  and 
Scotch  estates,  which  did  not  exist,  and  that  by  the 
Wills  Act,  both  copyholds  and  leaseholds  would  pass 
by  general  words. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Bagshawe  relied  on  Johnson 
V.  Telford(b),  and  Allen  v.  Anderson{c),  as  distinct  au- 
thorities, and  they  referred  to  the  doctrine  as  to  powers, 
'  in 

(«)  5  Hare,  163.       (6)  1  Atcit.  ^  Myl  244.       (c)  5  Hare,  163. 
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in  those  cases  in  which  there  existed  property  on  which 
they  could  properly  operate. 

Mr.  Withamy  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Anderson,  in  reply. 

The  following  authorities  were  also  cited^  Gainer  v. 
Cunyngham  (a) ;  Gibson  v.  Macbain  (i)  ;  Brodie  v. 
Barry{c);  Loudon  y.  Loudon (d);  Trotter  y,  7Votter(€); 
I>undasy.I>undas{f);  Bennet  y.  Bennefs  Trustees(g); 
M'Call  V.  M'Callih);  Churchman  v.  Ireland  {£); 
Dummett  v.  Pitcher  (A) ;  Rich  v.  Cockell  (/) ;  Hearle 
y.  Greenbanh{m);  Welby  y.Welby{n);  The  Wills  Act (o). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case  is  concluded  by  the 
authorities  which  have  been  cited;  and  whatever  opinion 
I  might  have  formed,  in  the  absence  of  these  cases,  I 
think  I  am  concluded  by  them. 

The  question  is  this: —whether  on  the  will,  as  stated 
in  this  special  case,  the  general  words,  "  all  my  real  and 
personal  estate  whatsoever  or  wheresoever,  whether  in 
possession  or  reversion,"  are  sufficient  to  raise  a  ques- 
tion of  election  against  the  heir  at  law,  in  respect  to 
heritable  bonds  in  Scotland.  Johnson  v.  Telford  and 
Allen  V.  Anderson  appear  to  me  to  be  cases  which   I 

cannot 

(a)  1  Bli  O.  S.  27,  n.;  S.  C.  (h)  Drury,  283. 

1  Mor,  Die,  617.  (i)  1  Rust.  ^  M.  250. 

(b)  1  Mor.  Die.  620.  (k)  2  Mvl.  *  K.  262. 

(c)  2  Ves.  Sf  B.  127.  (/)  9    Ves.  369;  and  see  2 

(d)  Hume's  Decisions,  23.  Roper  on  Legacies,  1582,  1595. 

(f)  3  Wils.  Sf  Sh.  407,  and  4  (w)  3  Aik.  715,  and  1  Ve$. 
Bli.  N.  S.  502.                                  sen.  298. 

(/)  2  Dow.  4-  CL  349.  (n)  2  Ves.  *  B.  187. 

(g)  7  Shaw  if  D.  817.  (o)  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  27. 
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caDnot  in  substance  distinguish   from  the  case  now        1852. 
before  me.    Allen  v.  Anderson  was  the  case  of  a  testator 
who  bad  disposed  of  all  the  real  and  personal  property 
be  might  be  seised  or  possessed  of  up  to  the  time  of  his     Maxwell. 
death.     He  had,  at  the  date  of  his  will,  a  debt  for  which 
a  beritable  bond  was  afterwards  given.     The  question 
was,  whether  this  raised  a  question  of  election  against 
the  heir,  and  Sir  James  Wigram  having  held,  that  the 
case  of  Churchman  v.  Ireland  removed  all  question  as 
to  whether  the  words  of  that  will  included  the  heritable 
boDd  given  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  will,  was  of 
opinion,  that  the  case  became  much  the  same  as  the 
present,  and  thereupon,  after  commenting  on  Brodie  v. 
Barry,  he  states  (without  relying  on  the  case  of  John- 
son V.  Telford)  that  he  considers  himself  bound  by  the 
previous  authorities.    I  think  it  proper  to  state  that  I  am 
not  entirely  satisfied  with  the  reasoning  of  Sir  James 
Wigram  on  that  subject,  but  I  concur  in  the  concluding 
passage  of  Lord  Eldon'%  observations  which  has  been 
read  to  me  (laying  down  that  which  I  shall  follow  while 
sitting  here)  that  it  is  infinitely  better  to  follow  settled 
rules  and  principles,  when  they  are  not  contradicted  by 
other  decisions,  than  to  vary  them  on  any  notion  of  ex- 
pediency, or  that  the  contrary  would  be  a  better  rule 
of  law  for  the  Court  to  have  adopted  in  the  first  in- 
stance. 

Sir  James  Wigram  appears  to  me  to  have  proceeded 
^firy  much  on  this  foundation : — that  to  raise  a  case  of 
election  against  the  heir,  in  cases  where  there  was  some 
act  to  be  done  in  order  to  enable  the  will  to  operate,  it 
^^  as  necessary  to  have  the  testator's  property  speci- 
fically pointed  out  by  the  will,  as  it  would  be  in  the 
c**e  of  a  disposition  of  the  property  of  a  stranger.  Of 
course  nobody  could  contend  that  a  devise  of  "  all  my 
^1  and  personal  estate  whatsoever"  would  pass  a  sum 

of 
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of  stock  belonging  to  a  stranger  in  the  funds,  and  yet 
there  is  no  question  that  if  a  testator  expressly  disposed 
of  stock  in  the  funds  belonging  to  a  stranger,  a  case  of 
election  would  arise  if  he  gave  the  same  stranger  bene- 
fits by  his  will. 


Sir  James  Wigram  seems  to  have  thought,  that  in 
order  to  raise  a  case  of  election,  where  the  testator 
attempts  to  dispose  of  his  own  property,  it  required  that 
it  should  be  as  specifically  pointed  out,  in  the  case  of 
the  property  of  a  stranger.  He  refers  to  the  case  of 
an  estate  tail,  to  the  case  of  copyholds  not  surrendered 
to  the  uses  of  the  will  prior  to  Mr.  Preston!^  statute, 
and  to  the  case  of  a  joint  owner,  who  could  not  dispose 
of  his  interest  without  having  previously  done  some  act. 
He  then  seems  to  have  assumed,  that  it  was  necessary 
to  have  done  some  prior  act,  in  order  to  enable  the 
Scotch  property  to  pass  by  the  will.  But  from  what 
Mr.  Anderson  has  stated,  if  that  were  the  opinion  of 
Sir  James  Wigram^  he  was  in  error  on  that  view  of  the 
case,  for  the  will  might  have  been  so  framed  as  to  pass 
the  property  directly.  The  words  which  Sir  James 
Wigram  uses  in  the  reported  case  (a),  after  referring 
to  the  case  of  Brodie  v.  Barry ,  are  these,  **  Now  as  a 
general  devise  of,  all  my  real  estate  in  England^  would 
not  have  the  effect  even  of  a  devise  or  of  a  declaration  of 
uses  of  copyholds  not  surrendered  to  the  uses  of  the  will, 
so  in  the  case  of  Scotch  lands,  a  devise  of  all  his  real 
estate  by  a  testator  would  not  have  the  effect,  by  way  of 
devise  or  declaration  of  uses  of  lands  in  Scotland^  which 
had  not  been  previously  conveyed  in  such  manner  as  to 
allow  the  land  to  operate  upon  them."  Sir  James 
Wigram  seems  to  have  thought,  that  in  order  to  enable 
the  will  to  operate  on  the  lands  in  Scotland,  it  was  ne- 
cessary that  they  should  have  been  conveyed  in  some 

manner 

(a)  5  Hare,  169. 
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manner  previously  to  the  will,  and  by  that  means  the  1862. 
analogy  between  Scotch  lands  and  copyholds  was  made 
perfect.  If  that  were  his  view  of  the  case,  the  reason- 
ing might  not  (according  to  what  has  been  stated  by 
Mr.  Anderson  to  me)  be  perfectly  satisfactory;  but 
the  facts  of  the  case  on  which  Sir  James  Wigram  gave 
bis  decision,  after  care  and  deliberation,  are  not  distin- 
guishable from  the  present.  The  preliminary  difficulty 
in  the  case  was  got  ov«r  by  the  case  of  Churchman  v. 
Irekmd,  and  I  cannot  distinguish  the  present  case  from 
that,  which  in  fact  is  a  decision,  that  a  general  devise 
of  land  "  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,"  will  not  raise  a 
question  of  election  against  the  heir,  in  respect  of  real 
estate  in  Scotland,  not  specifically  pointed  out  by  the 
wiU. 

It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  Sir  James  Wigram  had 
^CABeot Bennetv.Bennei's  Trustees  before  him— he  ex- 
pressly refers  to  it.  I  have  attended  carefully  to  the  au- 
thorities, but  no  decision  has  been  cited,  which  touches 
this  qaestion,  with  the  exception  of  Bennet  v.  Bennet's 
Trustees;  Allen  v.  Anderson,  and  Johnson  v.  Telford.  In 
every  one  of  the  cases,  of  which  there  were  a  great 
Dumber,  the  property  was  either  specifically  referred  to, 
or  there  were  expressions  used  in  the  will  which  showed 
^clusively^  that  the  testator  believed  he  was  dis- 
posing of  the  property  in  question.  Johnson  v.  Telford 
appears  to  me  lo  be  exactly  this  case ;  it  is  true  that 
^ir  John  Leach  says,  that  his  will  cannot  affect  his 
scotch  estates,  and  that  some  of  the  uses  expressed  in 
'^iswill  cannot  be  applied  to  Scotch  property;  but  if 
ftat  be  so,  I  am  unable  to  see  why  the  same  observa- 
^  does  not  apply  to  the  present  will.  Sir  John  Leach 
^7^{^)f  "  in  the  case  of  Brodie  v.  Barry,  the  Scotch 
^te  was  mentioned  in  the  will,  and  expressly  in- 
tended 
(a)  1  Rutt.  Sf  Myl  248. 
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tended  by  the  testator  to  pass  thereby.  In  this  will  no 
notice  whatever  is  taken  of  the  Scotch  estate,  and  the 
question  is,  whether  it  is  clearly  to  be  collected,  from 
the  general  words  used,  that  the  testator  meant  to  pass 
his  Scotch  estate  to  the  uses  of  his  will.  Where  a  tes- 
tator uses  only  general  words,  it  is  to  be  intended,  that 
he  means  those  general  words  to  be  applied  to  such 
property  as  will,  in  its  nature,  pass  by  his  will,  and  to 
the  uses  therein  expressed."  That  is  certainly  appli- 
cable to  the  present  case,  and  he  expressly  states, 
therefore,  that  the  coheirs  are  not  to  be  put  to  their 
election  between  the  Scotch  estate  and  the  bequests 
given  them  by  the  will. 


These  two  cases  I  cannot  distinguish  from  the  pre- 
sent, and  without  going  into  any  of  those  refined  dis- 
tinctions I  consider  myself  bound  to  follow  them.  It 
may  probably  be  very  desirable  that  this  case  should 
go  to  a  higher  tribunal,  in  order  that  the  law  on  the 
subject  may  be  definitively  settled  by  a  Court  having  the 
power  of  correcting  any  decision  of  the  inferior  Courts 
which  it  considered  had  proceeded  upon  a  wrong  foun- 
dation or  principle. 

It  is  possible  the  testator  may  have  intended  the 
whole  of  the  property  which  he  possessed,  in  every 
country  in  the  world,  should  pass,  though  he  has  not 
used  words  to  carry  that  intention  into  effect.  These 
two  cases  expressly  determine,  that  the  words  "  what- 
soever or  wheresoever"  are  not  suflScient. 


I  do  not  decide  this  on  the  doctrine  to  be  found  in 
some  of  the  early  cases,  that  it  requires  express  and 
clear  words  to  raise  a  case  of  election  against  the  heir, 
because  I  apprehend,  that  in  every  case  to  raise  a  case 
of  election,  words  must  be  used  which  show  distinctly 

what 
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what  the  testator's  meaning  is,  and  this  applies  as  much 

to  any  other  person  as  to  the  heir. 

Maxwell 

V. 

I  shall  make  the  declaration  accordingly,  and  will     Maxwell. 
give  leave  to  amend  the  case  by  stating  the  Scotch  law 
on  the  sabject 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  a  later  period  of  the 
day,  added, — I  omitted  to  state,  that  one  of  the  grounds 
on  which  I  proceeded,  in  Maxwell  v.  Maxwell,  was  the 
ftct,  that  there  was  real  property  in  this  country  on 
ivhich  the  will  might  operate,  and  I  adopted,  to  some 
extent,  the  analogy  between  the  case  of  the  execution 
of  powers,  where  a  distinction  is  taken  between  the 
case  in  which  there  is  property  upon  which  the  devise 
raay  operate,  and  where  there  is  none  (a). 


(o)  Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices,  4th  Nov.  1852—2  De  G.  Af. 
*G.705. 


Re  DUFAUR  AND  BLAKENEY.  Afoj^  s. 

T)Y  the  certificate  of  the  Taxing  Master  158/.  was  Solicitor,  from 
found  due  from  the  solicitors  to  Mr.  f)olman,  and  was  found  due 

^^  a  previous  occasion,  the  Court  had  ordered  substituted  offered  to  pay 
--    .        ^  -    ,  ._  ,    .       «^  ,  all  the  costs  of 

service  of  a  copy  of  the  certificate  at  their  ofnces  and  proceedings  to 

Private  residences,  and  that  demand  of  payment  there  ^^P*^  P^^" 

•fcould  be  good.  Whether  it  is 

necessary  in 
demanding 

Mr.  EldertOH  now  moved  for  the  short  order  for  pay-  payment  by 

'^  •'     attorney  to 
ment  leave  a  copy 
of  the  power 
of  attorney,  $emble  not 

VOL.  XVI.  I 
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1852.        ment  and  delivery  up  of  the  deeds  and  papers.     He 
asked  for  all  the  subsequent  costs,  Re  Bainhrigge  (a). 

M.  Smythe,  contra,  objected,  that  no  copy  of  the 
power  of  attorney  to  receive  the  amount  had  been  left, 
and  he  contended  that  this  was  necessary.  He  cited 
Veal's  Forms  (b);  King  v.  Packwood  (c) ;  Doe  dem. 
Cope  V.  Johnson  {d) ;  and  contended  that  Re  Bainhrigge 
did  not  apply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  applicant  is  entitled  to  the  order.  He  has 
done  all  that  is  required  by  the  order  for  substituting 
service.  I  give  no  opinion  whether  it  is  necessary  to 
leave  a  copy  of  the  power  of  attorney;  but  if  such  be  the 
practice,  it  is  new  both  to  me  and  the  Registrar. 

On  the  authority  of  Re  Bainhrigge  the  solicitors 
must  pay  all  the  subsequent  costs  in  compelling  pay- 
ment. 

(a)  13  Beav,  108,  and  14  Beav,  (c)  2  DoxdI.  P.  C.  570. 

645.  (d)  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  550. 

(6)  Page  123. 
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SMITH  V.  PARKES.  April  28, 30, 

May  24. 

TN  1845)  a  partnership  which  had  previously  existed  Assignees  of  a 

-*-     between  Smithy  Parkes  and  Brookfield  was  dis-  arHiable  uT** 

solved,  and  by  the  deed  of  dissolution,  dated  the  7th  of  all  the  equities 

Aprilj  1845,  and  subject  to  certain  deductions  therein  to  the  thing 

mentioned,  Parkes  was  entitled  to  receive  from  Smith  a«8»gned  as 
'  against  the 

and  Brookfield  5,750/.  for  the  good  will,  and  2,125/.  for  assignor. 

his  share  of  the  profits.      If'itham  thereupon  joined  the  p^rtiierr""^ 

partnership.  ceived  security 

from  the  con- 
tinuing part- 
On  the  30th  of  Aprils  1845,  Parkes  agreed  to  as-  "^"/'"'"^j* 

sign  the  interest  which  he  took  under  this  deed  to  the  which  he  as- 

Defendants  Lucena  and  others.     Disputes  afterwards  "^S"?^  ^  ^^^^ 

•^  parties. 

arose  between  Smith,  Parkes  and  Brooh field,  and  in  Held,  that  the 

December,  1845,  bonds  were  given  by  Smith  and  Brook'  gubjecuo  th°e 

Jield  to  secure  the  amount  due  to  Parkes,  and  which  right  of  equita- 

he  deposited  in  like  manner  for  the  benefit  of  Zuc^na  the  continu- 

and   the  persons  interested   under   the   former   agree-  ^PS  against 
"^  ^  the  retinng 

ment  of  the  30th  of  April,     Actions  were  subsequently  partner; 

brought  in  the  name  of  Parkes  on  the  bonds,  but  on  the  ^^^^  ii,e  m- 
23rd  of  December,  1846,  an  arrangement  was  come  to  signees  having 
between  the  continuing  partners  and  Parkes,  by  a  deed  substituted  se- 
dated   the  23rd   of  December,    1846,  whereby  Smith,  curityinl846, 
Jirookfield  and   Wit  ham  covenanted  to  pay  the  sums  prior  one  in 

therein  mentioned.    This  deed  was  given  in  substitution  ^^t^'T^^^n 

^  subject  to  all 

for  the  former  deeds  and  bonds,  Lucena  and  the  others  the  equities 
in  the  same  interest  accepted  this  deed  of  1846  in  lieu  ^he"dat^  of  the 

and  substitution  of  the  former  securities,  and  the  actions  second  secu- 
rity. 
which    had    been  previously  brought   by  them  in  the      Equitable 

name  oi  Parkes  on  the  bonds  were  discontinued.  "SJ*^  of  set-off 

enforced  after 
I  2  Fresh  a  judgment  at 

law. 
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1852.  Fresh  difficulties  afterwards  arose  under  the  deed  of 

1846,  which  were  determined  by  arbitration. 

In  1848,  Smith,  by  the  death  of  Wit  ham  and  the  in- 
solvency of  Brookfeld,  became  the  sole  surviving  mem- 
ber of  the  firm;  and  after  he  had  made  some  payments 
under  the  deed  of  1846,  Lucena  and  the  other  assignees 
of  Parhess  interest  brought  an  action  at  law  against 
him  in  the  name  of  Parhes,  to  recover  the  amount 
remaining  due  under  the  deed  of  1846;  whereupon  the 
Plaintiff,  Smith,  instituted  this  suit,  alleging  that  at  the 
date  of  the  deed  of  1846,  Parhes  was  indebted  to  Smith, 
Broohjield  and  Witham  in  sums  amounting  altogether 
to  about  2,318/.  for  money  lent,  and  for  a  mortgage 
debt  and  business  transacted,  and  he  insisted  on  his 
right  to  set  off  these  sums  against  the  amount  due  on 
the  covenant  contained  in  the  deed  of  1846. 

Pending  the  suit  Parhes  obtained  judgment  in  the 
action. 

Mr.i2.  Palmer,  Mr,  Baggalhy  2Lnd  Mr.  Sidney  Smith, 
for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  W.  H.  Clarke,  for  Parhes,  con- 
tended, that  there  was  no  equitable  right  of  set-off. 
That  the  rights  were  merely  legal  and  had  been  deter- 
mined by  the  action  at  law. 

Mr.  Freeling,  for  Lucena  and  others,  argued,  that 
whatever  question  of  set-off  there  might  be,  as  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  Parhes,  it  did  not  affect  Lucena. 

Mr.  Follett,  for  the  assignee  of  Broohjield. 

Mr.  Baggallay,  in  reply. 

Vulliamy 
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Vulliamy  \.  Noble  {a);  Rawsonv.  Samuel  {b);  Clark        1852. 
V.  Cort{c);  Addis  v.  Knight  {d);  WatU  v.  Christie  (e); 
BaiUie  v.  Edwards (f);  were  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls^  at  the  close  of  the  argu- 
ment, expressed  his  opinion  on  the  principal  points  in 
the  case,  and  stated,  that  he  was  of  opinion  that  the 
Plaintiff  (the  sole  surviving  member  of  the  partnership 
firm  of  Smith,  Witham  and  Brookjield)  was  entitled,  in 
equity,  to  set  off  against  the  debt  established  against 
him  at  law  by  the  Defendant  Parkes,  such  sum  as 
Parkes  owed  to  the  firm  of  Smith,  Witham  and  Brook- 
field.     He  also  stated  his  opinion,  that  the  other  De- 
fendants to  whom  Parkes  had  assigned  his  interest  in 
and  his  claim  against  the  firm,  under  the  deed  of  disso- 
lution, were  also  bound  to  allow  such  set-off,  to  the 
extent  of  all  debts  due  to  the  firm  from  Parkes,  at  the 
time  the  assignment  was  made  to  them;  but  he  reserved 
his  opinion  on  the  question,  whether  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  set  off  the  debts  incurred  by  Parkes  subse- 
quently to  that  period. 


7he  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Af«y  24. 

It  is,  I  think,  clearly  established,  that  notice  of  the 

1*^ posit  of  the  deed  and  of  the  assignment  of  Parkes  s 

'^^rest  to  the  other  Defendants  was   given   by  Mr. 

^^€^wer  as  soon  as  it  took  place.     The  letters  which 

^^re  read  establish  this  fact :  the  names  of  the  assignees 

^*^  equity  are  undoubtedly  not  mentioned,  but  this  is  not 

material ; 

(a)  3  Mer.  618.  (d)  2  Mer.  117. 

(6)  Cr.  if  Ph,  161.  (e)  11  Beav,  546. 

(0  lb.  154.  (J)  2U.L.C.  74. 
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1852. 

Smith 

v. 
Parkes. 


material ;  the  fact  that  Parkes  had  assigned  his  interest, 
such  as  it  was,  to  third  persons,  is  clearly  stated  and 
was  evidently  known  to  Smith,  Witham  and  JBrookfield. 
It  remains  to  be  considered  what  the  value  or  import- 
ance of  that  notice  is,  as  regards  the  present  contest 
between  the  parties.  The  first  deed  of  dissolution  bore 
date  the  7th  April,  1846,  and  by  it,  subject  to  the  deduc- 
tions therein  mentioned,  Parkes  was  entitled  to  two  sums, 
one  of  5,750/.  for  good  will,  and  another  sum  of  2,125/.  for 
past  profits.  On  the  30th  of  the  same  month,  the  interest 
which  Parkes  took  under  this  deed  was  agreed  to  be  as- 
signed to  severaLof  the  Defendants  in  the  cause.  After- 
wards, in  2>£C6m£^,  1845,  bonds  were  given  to  secure  the 
amount  due,  and  were  deposited  with  Mr.  Bower,  in 
like  manner,  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  interested 
under  the  former  agreement  of  the  30th  April,  Sub- 
sequently, on  the  23rd  of  December,  1846,  the  final 
arrangements  were  come  to  between  the  continuing  and 
the  retiring  partners.  This  deed  of  the  23rd  December, 
1846,  was  given  in  substitution  for  the  former  deed  and 
bonds,  and  was  deposited  with  Mr.  Bower  for  the 
benefit  of  the  same  persons,  the  assignees  of  Parkes's 
interest  in  the  firm.  The  facts  in  evidence  establish, 
clearly,  that  the  assignees  of  his  interest  have  accepted 
this  deed  of  1846  in  substitution  of  the  former  deed, 
as  the  security  assigned  to  them.  It  is  not  and  could 
not,  consistently  with  the  facts,  be  urged  by  them,  that 
the  agreement  of  the  7th  April,  1845,  or  the  bonds  of 
December,  1845,  constitute  the  security  assigned  to 
them,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  and  other  continuing 
partners  having  notice  of  that  assignment  could  not 
vary  it  without  the  consent  of  the  Defendant.  On  the 
contrary,  it  is  established,  that  the  deed  of  1846  was 
adopted  and  accepted  in  lieu  of  the  previous  claim  of 
Parkes,  and  the  actions  which  had  been  previously 
brought  on  the  bonds  were  discontinued.  These  De- 
fendants 
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fendants  also  are   the  persons  who,  ia  the  name  of 
Par  keif  are  suing  the  Plaintiff  at  law,  and  who  contend 
that   whatever  questions  of  set-off  there  may  be,  as 
betMreen  the  Plaintiff  and  Parkes,  it  does  not  affect 
tbem.     It   is   therefore  clearly   established,   that   the 
interest  assigned  to  these  persons  is  the  interest  secured 
to  J^arhes  by  the  deed  of  23rd  of  December,  1846. 
It  remains  to  be  seen  what   that  interest  is,  because 
whatever  it  is,  that  and  no  more  is  what  is  assigned 
to    them.      Neither   can    they  allege,   as    it   appears 
to  me,  that  they  are  not  bound  by  the  equities  which 
affect  Mr.  ParkeSy  their  assignor.    At  law,  they  have  no 
title,  and  can  only  sue  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Parhes.     In 
equity,  they  are  the  assignees  of  a  chose  in  action ,  and, 
as  such,  are  liable  to  all  the  equities  which  attach  to  the 
thing  assigned  as  against  the  assignor  (a).    Undoubtedly, 
if  subsequently  to  the  date  of  this  deed  of  23rd  De- 
cember, 1846,  Mr.  Parkes  had  incurred  debts  to  the 
firm,  as,  for  instance,  if  he  had  received  money  from 
the  firm  in  part  payment  of  his  interest,  without  the 
sanction  or  knowledge  of  the  assignees  of  his  interest 
ia  the  partnership,  the  continuing  firm,  having  notice  of 
such  assignment,  could  not  treat  such  payments  to  Mr. 
Parkes  as  binding  upon  his  assignees,  or  as  pro  tanto 
discharging  the  debt  due  to  him,  as  between  the  Plaititiff 
^nd  the  assignees  of  it.     But  this  I  do  not  understand 
to  be  the  case.   All  the  debts  sought  to  be  set  off  against 
the  Defendant  Parkes  are  debts  either  actually  due 
'fottj  him  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed,  or 
flowing  out  of  and  inseparably  connected  with  his  pre- 
vious dealings  and  transactions  with  the  firm.     Of  this 
latter  nature  are  the  costs  of  the  arbitration  under  the 
deed  itself.     I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  they  are 
hound  by  the  same  right  of  set-off  which  I  have  stated 

affects 
(fl)  trulay  v.  Koie,  3  Mer.  86;  Ord  v.  White,  3  Beav.  357. 


1862. 
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1852.  affects  the  Defendant  Parkes,  and  which  extends  to  all 
suniSy  other  than  those  paid  subsequently  to  the  deed  of 
the  23rd  of  December ,  1846,  to  or  by  the  order  or  for 
the  use  of  Mr.  Parkes,  without  the  knowledge  and 
sanction  of  the  Defendants,  the  assignees  of  the  debt. 
To  some  extent  it  is  established  by  the  evidence,  that 
debts  existed  previously  to  the  23rd  of  December,  1846, 
but  I  have  not  been  able  to  ascertain  the  exact  amount. 
If  the  parties  can  agree  upon  the  amount,  execution  on 
the  judgment  must  be  stayed  on  payment  of  the  balance 
into  Court.  If  this  cannot  be  settled  by  arrangement, 
I  shall  order  the  injunction  to  issue,  on  payment  into 
Court  of  a  sum  of  1,000/.,  the  probable  amount  due, 
and  direct  the  accounts  to  be  taken. 


May  28.  FORD  V.  WHITE. 

A  party  taking  TN  1837,  Colonel  Cop/ant/ mortgaged  some  leasehold 

an  equitable      ±     property  situate  in  Middlesex  to  White,  and  there 
mortgage  with  r     r      j  ^  y 

notice  of  prior   was  no  question  as  to  this  being  the  first  mortgage. 

equitable  mort- 

gage^  cannot, 

by  assignment       In  1838,  Copland  mortgaged  the  same  property  to 

toanotler  ^     ,     .     '        ".^  ^  ^  P     P-    J 

without  notice,  Ford,  the  Plamtiff. 

give  him  a  On 

better  title. 

Property  in  Middlesex  was  mortgaged  to  A.,  and  afterwards  to  B.,  and  subse- 
quently to  C,  with  notice  of  B.'s  incumbrance.  C.  registered  before  B.  and  after- 
wards assigned  to  D.,  who  had  no  notice  of  B.*8  mortgage.  Held,  that  the  interests 
being  equitable,  D.  had  no  priority  over  B. 

The  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  mortgagor  who  had  no  assets  disclaimed,  and  said, 
that  they  would  have  disclaimed  before  suit,  if  any  application  had  been  made  to 
them.     Held,  nevertheless,  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  costs. 


1837.  Mortgage  to  White. 

1838.  Second  mortgage  to  Ford, 
1842,  May  9.  Third  mortgage  to  Parket» 


1842,  May  26.  Registrj*  of  Parker. 
1842,Jti/yl5.         Do.         Ford, 
1 845.  Parkes  assigns  to  Paget. 
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On  the  9th  of  May,  1842,  Copland  mortgaged  the  1852. 
same  property  to  Parkes,  who  registered  his  security  on 
the  26th  of  May,  1842,  while  Ford's  security  remained 
unregistered  until  the  1 5th  of  July  following.  Parkes 
afterwards,  in  1844  and  1845,  assigned  his  interest  to 
Paget  and  others.  The  mortgagor  Copland  became 
bankrupt. 

The  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill  to  redeem  White,  and  to 
establish  a  priority  over  Parkes  and  those  claiming 
under  him,  upon  the  allegation  that  Parkes,  whose 
security  had  priority  over  Ford's  on  the  registry,  had 
notice  of  the  Plaintiff's  mortgage  at  the  time  he,  Parkes, 
obtained  the  mortgage  from  Copland,  The  evidence 
established  such  notice  in  Parkes,  but  not  in  Paget  and 
the  other  persons  claiming  under  Parkes. 

One  of  the  witnesses  stated,  that  before  the  execution 
of  the  deed  of  1842,  Parkes  pressed  Copland  for  a  se- 
curity for  his  debt,  and  said,  "  *  Colonel,  you  must  give 
me  a  mortgage  on  your  Tothill  Fields  property.'  To 
^hich  the  Colonel  replied,  *  TU  give  you  a  mortgage 
for  what  you  like,  as  my  brother-in-law  and  Mr.  Ford 
(the  Plaintiff)  have  mortgages  which  will  swamp  all  the 
property.' "  To  which  Parkes  replied,  *  Never  mind  j  I 
^aut  the  mortgage.'  Parkes,  on  a  subsequent  occa- 
sion, said  to  the  witness,  *'  I  have  done  old  Ford.  I 
found,  on  inquiry,  that  he  had  not  registered  his  mort- 
pige,  so  I  went  in  immediately  and  registered  mine,  so 
Aatnow  my  security  is  good." 

One  of  CoplandCs  assignees  was  examined  on  behalf 
of  the  Plaintiff  as  a  witness  in  the  suit.  The  assignees 
hy  their  answer  said,  that  the  property  was  not  worth 
Ae  incumbrances ;  that  they  had  no  assets  to  pay  their 

costs. 
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1852.  costs.  They  disclaimed  all  interest^  and  said,  they  would 
have  disclaimed  before  suit,  if  the  Plaintiff  had  made 
any  application  to  them. 


Ford 

V. 

White 


Mr.  Willcock  and  Mr.  Toller,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
Mr.  Baggallat/y  for  Parkes, 

Mr.  R,  Palmer,  Mr.  Tripp  and  Mr.  Prior,  for  the 
parties  claiming  under  Parkes.  The  notice  has  not 
been  satisfactorily  proved ;  for  to  "  overturn  an  Act 
of  Parliament/'  intended  to  exclude  parol  evidence, 
the  "  proof  must  be  extremely  clear ;"  for  "  apparent 
fraud  or  clear  and  undoubted  notice  would  be  a  proper 
ground  for  relief;  but  suspicion  of  notice,  though  a 
strong  suspicion,  [is]  not  sufficient  to  justify  the  Court 
in  breaking  in  upon  an  Act  of  Parliament,"  Hine  v. 
Dodd{a).  In  Jollands  v.  Stainhridge{b),  Lord  At- 
vanley  observes,  "  I  must  admit  now,  that  the  registry 
is  not  conclusive  evidence ;  but  it  is  equally  clear,  that 
it  must  be  satisfactorily  proved  that  the  person  who 
registers  the  subsequent  deed  must  have  known  exactly 
the  situation  of  the  persons  having  the  prior  deed,  and 
knowing  that  registered,  in  order  to  defraud  them  of 
that  title  he  knew  at  the  time  was  in  them."  Nothing 
less,  therefore,  than  the  clearest  notice,  amounting  to 
fraud,  will  postpone  the  prior  registered  deed. 

They  also  argued,  that  the  parties  claiming  under 
Parkes,  having  no  notice  themselves,  were  not  affected 
by  the  notice  to  Parkes.  On  this  point  Peacock  v. 
Burt{c)  and  EUey  v.  Lutyens{d)  were  cited. 

Mr. 

(fl)  2  Alk.  275.  ed.  p.  693. 

(6)  3  Ves.  485.  (d)  8  Hare,  159. 

(c)  Coote  on  Mortgages,  2nd 
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Mr.  Craig  and  Mr.  Sekonbergy  for  White.  1852. 


Mr.  ChandlesSy  for  the  assignees  of  Copland. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  it  is  proved  that  Parkes 
had  notice  of  the  PlaintiflTs  mortgage.  On  that  subject 
I  have  been  referred  to  several  cases,  to  show  that  there 
should  be  clear  evidence  of  notice.  That  is  so ;  but  all 
that  is  meant  is,  that  the  notice  proved,  in  this,  as  in 
all  other  cases,  must  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  Court, 
and  then  it  must  be  acted  on.  If  the  evidence  be 
doubtful,  the  Court  will  either  order  an  inquiry,  or  direct 
«n  issue  to  try  the  fact 

Xooking  at  the  evidence,  I  am  of  opinion  that  notice 
^  proved  against  the  Defendant  Parkes.    The  state  of 
^he case  is  this: — Copland  having  incurred  a  considerable 
^el)t  to  ParheSf  his  solicitor,  the  latter  asked  for   a 
^^curity,  whereupon  Copland  says,  "  I  will  give  you  a 
^^aortgage  for  what  you  like ;  but  White  and  Ford  have 
*>ior^ges  which  will  swamp  the  property."    That  ap- 
pears to  me  to  be  clear  and  distinct  notice  to  Parkes 
that  there  were  mortgages  already  subsisting  on  the 
property ;  and  independent  of  any  question  as  to  the 
B-egistry  Acts,  there  was  notice  to  Parkes  of  existing 
incumbrances  on  this  property,  and  he  must  take  sub- 
ject to  them. 

That  being  so,  the  next  question  is,  what  effect  have 
^e  Registry  Acts  on  the  transaction  ?  Nobody  regrets 
^ore  than  I  do  the  effect  of  the  decisions  which  have 
qualified  the  act.  The  legislature  never  intended  that 
any  notice  should  nullify  it,  the  object  being,  that  all 
incumbrancers  should  rank  according  to  their  priority  on 

the 


Ford 
White. 


Ford 

V, 
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1862.  ^he  register.  The  Court,  however,  has  held,  that  where 
a  person  who  obtains  a  security  has  notice  of  a  prior  in- 
cumbrance, it  is  inequitable  to  allow  him  to  obtain  pri- 

White.  ority  over  the  first  incumbrancer  by  the  mere  priority  of 
registration.  The  decisions  establish  this,  and  they  must 
not  be  departed  from,  otherwise  many  titles  would  be 
destroyed. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  Parkes,  by  assigning 
his  security  for  valuable  consideration  to  other  persons, 
who  had  no  notice  of  the  Plaintiff's  security,  could  put 
them  in  a  better  situation  than  himself.  This  is  not  the 
case  of  a  person  having  the  legal  estate,  for  the  incum- 
brances both  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Parkes  are  equitable, 
and  persons  taking  an  equitable  security  take  it  subject 
to  all  the  equities  which  affect  it. 

These  persons  when  they  took  the  security  believed 
they  had  a  prior  security  or  not.  If  they  took  an  equit- 
able mortgage  independently  of  the  registry  act,  they 
took  subject  to  the  prior  mortgages  on  the  property.  If 
they  relied  on  the  register  I  apprehend  that  they  must 
be  taken  to  have  notice  of  the  whole  register;  and  if  so, 
they  had  notice  that,  two  months  after  the  date  of 
Parkes's  mortgage,  a  security  was  registered  purporting 
to  be  dated  four  years  previous.  This  would  put  them 
on  inquiry  whether  Parkes  had  notice.  In  this  case^ 
where  all  persons  except  W/iite  take  equitable  interests, 
they  must  take  subject  to  all  equities,  and  in  the  posi- 
tion in  which  they  stand:  the  decisions  which  hold  that 
Parkes  was  bound  by  notice,  would  equally  apply, 
though  he  attempted  to  get  rid  of  the  effect  of  it  by 
disposing  of  the  property  and  concealing  the  facts.  If 
the  first  case  was  a  fraud,  it  was  equally  a  fraud  in  the 
second.  I  am  of  opinion,  in  the  absence  of  any  autho- 
rity to  the  contrary,  that  an  equitable  incumbrancer  on 

property. 


Mr.  ChandlesSf  for  the  assignees  of  Copland  who 
had  disclaiinedy  asked  for  their  costs.  He  relied  on  the 
statement  in  the  answer,  that  the  assignees  would  have 
disclaimed,  if  applied  to  prior  to  the  institution  of  the 
suit,  and  he  argued,  that  as  one  of  the  assignees  had 
'>een  examined  as  a  witness,  under  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  86, 
^0  decree  could  be  made  against  them,  Rowland  v. 
^iherden  (a),  and  that  the  bill  must  therefore  be  dis- 
missed with  costs  as  against  them. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  settled  rule  is,  that  if  the  assignees  of  a  mort- 
S^or  do  not  disclaim  prior  to  filing  a  bill,  but  only  by 
^oeir  answer,  no  costs  are  given.  Is  the  rule  altered  by 
^6  Plaintiff's  examining  him  as  a  witness?  In  the 
^^e  cited  it  was  held,  that  no  decree  could  be  made 
^inst  a  Defendant  who  has  been  examined ;  but  the 
^rd  Chancellor  did  not  decree  that  he  was  to  have  his 
^ts.  The  bill  must  be  dismissed  as  against  the  as- 
B^ees  without  costs. 

Note. — 

(a)  3  Mac.  ^  Gor,  568. 
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property,  who  has  distinct  notice  of  a  prior  incum-  1852. 
brance,  cannot,  by  concealing  his  knowledge  from  a 
party  claiming  under  him,  make  his  security  more  ex- 
tensive or  give  a  better  right  to  his  assignee  than  that 
which  he  himself  possesses.  I  give  no  opinion  as  to 
what  would  have  been  the  effect  if  the  parties  claiming 
under  Parkes  had  got  in  the  legal  state ;  but  as  the  case 
DOW  stands,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  these  persons  can 
only  stand  in  the  place  of  Parkes^  and  that  if  he  com>- 
mitted  a  fraud  by  concealing  the  fact  that  he  had  notice 
of  the  Plaintiff's  mortgage,  they  cannot  avail  themselves 
of  their  own  want  of  notice. 
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1 862.  Note.— See  Ftird  v.  Lord  Chesterfield,  M.  R.,  2G  Feb.  1853,  post; 

Gumey  v.  Jackson,  22  Law  J.  (CA.) 417;  Ohriy  v.  Jenkha,  1  De  6\  ^ 
Sm.  643;  Buchanan  v.  Greentcay,  11  B^av.  58;  Gabriel  v.  Sturgis, 
5  HflTf ,  97  ;  Gri/fg  v.  Sturgis,  lb.  93  ;  Gibson  v.  ^iro/,  9  Bcov.  403 ; 
Stuffurith  V.  Pa/^  2  De  G.  4-  S.  571 ;  Silcock  v.  Koyiwwi,  2  T.  4- 
C.  C.  C.  376 ;  Appleby  v.  DiiAf,  1  PAi7/j>«.  272 ;  Clarke  v.  H^i/mo*, 
lb.  276;  Tipping  v.  Power,  1  ifare,  405;  Higgins  v.  Frankis,  20 
JLmo  J.  (CA.)  16;  Co//j>m  v.  SAir/ey,  1  iei*tt.  4-  Sfy/.  638;  PerAm  v. 
Stafford,  JO  Sim.  562. 


^«y  29.  WHITMORE  V.  MACKESON. 

Distinction  be-  IX/TI^-  Mackeson,  a  solicitor,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Benjamin 

pTesTntotf^i  SwiM,  proposed  that  the  Plaintiffs,  the  Reliance 

giving  a  legal    Assurance  Society,  should  make  Sm'>th  an  advance  of 

inganequ^-'   300/.,  on  the  security  of  a  leasehold  house  and  a  policy 

ble  remedy.       to  be  effected  in  their  oflSce  on  his  life,  with  a  surety  for 

The  Court  .  >  J 

(assuming  that  the  prenQiums. 
the  Plaintiffs 
had  lent  A,  B. 
money,  on  the        In  the  course  of  the  negociations,  the  Plaintiffs'  soli- 

ofa"easeho'd    ^itor,  in  a  letter  written  to  Mr.  Mackeson  said,  "  As  the 

secondly,  of  a    Society  relies  as  much  on  the  respectability  as  the  respon- 

thirdly,  of  the    sibilityof  the  borrower,  I  shall  be  glad  to  hear  what  you 

written  repre-    ^now  of  hirn"  (Mr.  Smith) ;   and  in  another  letter,  he 

sentation  of  his       ^  ^ , 

solicitor  as  to     said,  "  Please  to  inform  me  of  the  name  of  the  proposed 

hdd°that*3ie    surety  for  the  payment  of  the  premium,  also  whether 
Plaintiffs  could  you  know  Mr.  Smith  to  be  a  respectable  man  and  also 
solicitor  liable    responsible,  and  that  the  surety  is  good  for  the  pre- 
fer misrepre-      miums." 
sentation,  with- 
out showing 

that  they  had  j^  answer,  Mr.  Mackeson,  on  the  1 1  th  of  July,  1 850, 
taken  proper  '  */ '  ^ 

steps  to  make    wrote  to  the  following  effect: — "The  surety*'  (Watts), 

ritie«  avLlable!  "  ^^  ^^^  informed,  is  a  man  of  property  and  highly  re- 

The  Plain-    gpectable  character,  and  to  whom  you  can  apply  for  a 
tiffs  lent  A.B.^  ''  "^  J. 

money  on  reterence 

mortgage  on 

the  application  of  his  solicitor,  who  assured  them,  in  writing,  that  in  his  opinion  he 
would  be  able  to  pay  the  amount.  The  Plaintiffs,  alleging  this  to  be  a  false  and 
fraudulent  misrepresentation,  instituted  a  suit  in  equity  to  malce  the  solicitor  personally 
liable.    Held,  that  their  remedy,  if  any,  was  at  law. 


Whitmore 

V. 
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reference  if  required.    As  to  Mr.  Smith,  we  have  known 
bim  for  three  years,  and  always  found  him  an  honor- 
able man  who  paid  his  way.     His  wife  has  some  little 
property  settled  upon  her.     In  our  opinion  he  will  be    Mackeson. 
able  to  pay  the  300/.  by  instalments  as  proposed." 

The  300Z.  was  advanced,  but  Smith  afterwards  fell 
into  difficulties  and  became  unable  to  repay  the  amount 
borrowed.     The  rent  fell  into  arrear  and  the  taxes  and 
insurance  remained  unpaid,  whereupon  Smith,  stating 
that  there  was  every  reason  to  fear  an  action  of  eject- 
ment for  a  breach  of  covenant,  and  that  he  was  about  to 
take  the  benefit  of  the  act,  proposed  to  the  Plaintiffs  to   ' 
take  the  property  and  release  him.    This  they  declined, 
Md  instituted  this  suit  against  Mackeson,  alleging  that 
he  had  received   part  of  the  300/.  in  discharge  of  a 
debt  due  from  Smith  to  him  : — that  he  knew  the  em- 
barrassed and   insolvent  circumstances  and  condition 
^f  Smith  at  the  time  : — that  he  had  misrepresented  his 
circumstances  and  wilfully  concealed  and  neglected  to 
disclose  the  real  facts  for  his  own  purposes.      They 
^•'^ed  that  they  had  relied  on  his  representations,  and 
«ad  advanced  their  money  on  the  faith  of  his  having 
''^^de  true  and  bona  fide  representations. 

^he  bill  prayed  a  declaration,  that  Mackeson  was 
"•l>l€,  in  default  of  Smith  and  Watts,  for  the  payment 
^^  tbe  300/.  and  premiums,  and  for  a  sale  of  the  lease- 
'^^Ids,  and  that  JUackeson  might  be  decreed  to  pay  the 
deficiency. 

Trending  the  suit,  the  lessor  re-entered  for  breaches  of 
the  covenants  and  put  an  end  to  the  term. 

Mr.  Roupell,  Mr.  Willcock  and  Mr.  Jessell,  for  the 

Plaintiffs, 
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1862, 
Whitmorb 

V. 

Mackeson. 


Plaintiffs,  relied  on  Pasley  v.  Freeman  (a\  and  the 
notes  to  that  case  in  2  Smith's  Leading  Cases  (b\  and 
MontefioH  v.  Montefiori  (c). 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Giffard,  contra,  were  not 
heard. 


Mittf  30.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


The  Plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  a  decree  in  this 
case. 


The  rule  of  this  Court  is,  that  equity  will  compel  a 
person  who  misrepresents  a  fact  or  gives  an  undertaking, 
to  make  it  good ;  but  it  will  not  do  so  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  interfere  with  the  regular  and  proper  province  of  a 
Court  of  Law.  Several  cases  were  referred  to  by  me  in 
the  late  case  of  Money  v.  Jorden  (rf),  where  I  held, 
that,  where  one  person  states  a  fact  to  be  true  on  the 
faith  of  which  another  acts,  this  Court  will  compel  hira 
to  make  his  assertion  good  ;  but  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
case,  in  which  this  Court  has  held,  that  where  a  person 
has  given  a  general  character  respecting  another  you  can 
come  into  equity  to  compel  him  to  make  good  the  re- 
presentation made  by  him.  Though  a  person  who  mis- 
represents the  character  or  the  credit  of  another  may  be 
liable  for  the  damage  occasioned  by  such  misrepresen- 
tation, yet  the  amount  can  only  be  determined  in  a 
Court  of  Law  by  an  action  for  damages,  and  not  in 
this  Court ;  although  cases  may  arise,  in  which  it  may 
be  difficult  to  draw  the  line  and  determine  whether  an 
action  at  law  or  a  suit  in  equity  would  be  the  proper 
remedy. 

These 


(fl)  3  Term  K  51. 

(6)  2nd  ed.  55. 

(c)  1  Sir  W.  Blackslone,  363. 


((/)  15Bea«.  372,aDd2  DeG. 
M.^-M.  318. 
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These  observations  are  applicable  to  this  particular  1852. 
case.  The  PlaintifFsy  the  Alliance  Assurance  Company, 
advanced  the  sum  of  300/.  to  a  Mr.  Smith,  upon  what 
I  will  call  three  securities;  first,  a  leasehold  house  in  Mackeson 
Bedford  Row ;  secondly,  an  assurance  on  his  life,  with 
a  surety  for  the  payment  of  thtf  premiums;  and, 
thirdly,  a  letter  written  by  Mr.  Mackeson  to  the  As- 
surance Company  respecting  Mr.  Smith*s  credit  I 
assume  that  the  Insurance  Company  would  not  have 
advanced  the  money  on  the  two  former  securities  with- 
out the  letter :  but  even  in  this  view  of  the  case,  it  is 
impossible  to  put  this  letter  higher  than  this,  that  Mr. 
Mackeson  undertook  to  pay  everything  which  the  secu- 
rity should  not  realize.  I  think  it  does  not  amount 
to  that,  but  assuming  it  did,  I  am  then  of  opinion  that  it 
would  be  the  duty  of  the  Plaintiffs,  who  seek  to  make 
Mr.  Mackeson  personally  liable,  to  show  that  they  had 
done  all  in  their  power  to  make  their  security  available. 
It  is  inopossible  to  say,  that  this  security  was  of  no  value 
it  all,  because  not  only  was  it  treated  otherwise  in  the 
first  instance,  but  it  has  not  been  proved,  nor  has  it 
been  alleged  at  the  Bar,  that  there  was  any  inaccuracy 
in  the  representations  as  to  its  value.  Besides  this,  the 
value  of  the  house  was  a  matter  respecting  which  the 
Plaintiffs  could  exercise  their  own  judgment.  They 
roight  have  sent  a  person  to  ascertain  its  value  and 
whether  it  was  a  fit  property  to  lend  their  money 
upon,  but  they  did  not  think  proper  to  do  so.  It 
having  been  impossible  for  Mr.  Mackeson  to  take  pos- 
session of  the  property,  can  the  Plaintiffs  fix  him,  without 
showing  either  that  some  attempt  was  made  by  them  to 
obtain  possession  of  the  property  from  Mr.  Smith  or  to 
niake  the  tenant  attorn  to  them.  They  cannot  say  that 
it  was  not  their  duty  to  make  the  property  available,  if 
that  were  possible,  and  it  is  for  them  to  show  it  was  not. 
A  sale  might  have  realized  the  full  amount  of  what  was 
▼OL.  XVI.  K  due 
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1852.  <}ue  to  them  ;  and  the  profit  rent  appears  to  have  been 

^'^^y^'^  63/.  Ids.  after  payment  of  the  rent,  taxes  and  insurance, 

HiTMORE  ^^ J  ^j^jg^  j^  gj^  years,  would  have  paid  the  whole  amount 

Mackbson.  due  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

I  come  to  consider  the  second  security,  namely,  the 
policy,  the  profits  to  be  derived  from  which  was  one  of 
the  inducements  to  the  insurance  office  to  make  the 
advance.  What  has  become  of  this,  and  bow  is 
Mr.  Mackeson  liable  in  respect  of  any  default  in  respect 
of  it?  I  find  no  statement  whatever  on  the  part  of 
Mr.  Mackesorif  that  Mr.  Watts  was,  within  his  know- 
ledge, a  person  of  sufficient  substance  to  be  security  for 
the  payment  of  the  premiums.  The  statement  is,  **  we 
are  informed,  that  Watts  is  a  man  of  property  and 
highly  respectable  character,  and  to  whom  you  can 
apply  for  a  reference  if  required."  It  is  obvious,  that 
Mr.  Mackeson  did  not,  by  this,  pledge  himself  to  the 
respectability  of  Mr.  Watts;  on  the  contrary  he  referred 
the  Alliance  Company  to  Watts  himself  for  a  reference, 
in  order  to  ascertain  whether  any  reliance  could  be 
placed  upon  him  for  payment  of  the  premiums.  If  they 
had  applied  and  had  found  that  he  was  not  a  fit  person 
to  secure  the  payment  of  the  premiums,  they  might  have 
refused  to  advance  the  money  until  they  had  obtained 
some  other  sufficiently  responsible  person.  Mr.  Jtfac^ 
keson,  therefore,  is  in  no  degree  liable,  in  respect  of  the 
house  or  of  Mr.  Watts,  and  both  those  securities  have 
failed,  by  what  I  can  only  consider  to  be  the  default  of 
the  Plaintiffs  themselves.  What  they  might  have  rea- 
lized I  do  not  know ;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  parties 
who  have  not  made  those  two  securities  as  available  as 
they  might  have  done,  cannot  call  on  Mr.  Mackeson  to 
make  good  the  deficiency,  after  realizing  as  much  as 
those  securities  could  now  realize.  This  alone  would 
be  sufficient  to  dispose  of  this  part  of  the  case;  and,  so 

far 
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far  as  the  bill  prays  a  sale^  I  find  that  the  deed  con- 

tsiins  a  power  of  sale,  so  that  the  Plaintiffs  do  not  re- 

qiaire  the  assistance  of  the  Court  in  that  respect,  and  it 

is   now  admitted  on  both  sides  that  the  property  itself  is 
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X  return  again  to  the  letter  and  to  the  consideration 
'  1^  ^ther  it  gives  to  the  Plaintiffs  any  right  in  equity, 
3  letter  states  as  follows: — ''As  to  Mr.' Smith,  we 
^^^^'^^e  known  him  for  three  years,  and  have  always 
f^::^  mja  nd  him  an  honorable  man  who  paid  his  way.  His 
m  f^  has  some  little  property  settled  upon  her.  In  our 
F^m  nion,  he  will  be  able  to  pay  the  300/.  by  instalments 
^     7)roposed." 


Ho  expression  will  fall  from  me  to  defend  the  state- 

^  nts  contained  in  tliat  letter.    They  do  not  appear  to 

^e  been  in  strict  accordance  with  some  of  the  facts 

^>=i«wn  to  Macheton:  but  with  respect  to  that  I  express 

i^o    opinion,  because  I  am  clear,  that  I  can  found  no 

^^ciree  whatever  upon  it  in  the  present  case.     If,  in 

^■^^^pect  of  that  letter,  Mr.  Mackeson  is  liable  to  the 

•Plaintiffs,  and  tUey  can  prove  that  they  were  misled  by 

^t.   «ij|^  advanced  their  money  upon  the  security  of  it, 

^be  proper  course  for  them  to  take  is,  to  seek  their 

''©naedy  by  an  action  in  a  Court  of  Law  and  not  by 

*uit  in  a  Court  of  Equity.     If  I  made  a  decree  I  should 

"^  Siving  the  Plaintiffs  damages  for  a  general  statement 

^   to  character.     I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  on  no 

P^>^  of  this  case  can  I  give  relief,  and  the  bill  must 

^^erefore  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


k2 
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■^-  ^^-  SOUTHOUSE  V.  BATE. 


npHE    testator   bequeathed   to    his    servant,    Betty 
-^      Wright,  the  half-yearly  interest  of  1,000/.  stock. 


Bequest  to  a 

woman  of  the 

dividends  of  a 

sum  of  stock     3  per  cents,  "  to  be  paid  to  her  by  his  executors,  not- 

rate  use,  withstanding  she  might  have  any  future  coverture;" 

with  a  direc-     ^nd  he  directed  that  her  receipts  should  be  a  sufficient 

tion  that  at  . 

her  death  she    discharge  to  his  executors,  and  **  at  her  death  that  she 

tol»cwl- **   might  leave  it  to   her  children  or  whom   she  might 

dren,  or  whom  choose." 

she  might 

choose. 

jEIeld  an  abso-       Betty  Wright  married  Francis  Galand,  and  by  an 

that  she  was  order  made  in  the  suit  in  1815,  the  1,000/.  was  trans- 
entitled  to  ferred  to  '*  Betty  Galand's  annuity  account,"  and  the 
payment.  *'  .  . 

dividends  were  ordered  to  be  paid  to  her  for  life  or  until 

further  order,  with  liberty  to  apply. 

Betty  Galand^s  husband  having  died  in  1862,  she 
presented  this  petition,  for  the  transfer  to  her  of  the 
1,000/.,  on  the  ground  that  she  took  an  absolute  inte- 
rest therein. 

Mr.  Walpole,  in  support  of  the  petition. — ^The  unre- 
stricted gift  of  interest  or  dividends  is  an  absolute 
gift  of  the  capital:  Blton  v.  Shephard(a);  Haig  v. 
Swiney{b).  Betty  Wright  therefore  took  an  absolute 
interest  in  the  1,000/.  for  her  separate  use,  with  a  super- 
added power  of  bequeathing  it  to  any  body  she  pleased. 

The  testator  intended  to  enlarge  and  not  to  abridge 

the 
(a)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  532.  (6)  1  Sim,  if  Si.  487. 
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the  absolute  interest;  and  if  the  subsequent  power  be 
ioconsistent  with  actual  unrestricted  ownership,  it  is 
mid  :  Robinson  v.  Dusgate  (a) ;   Maskelyne  v.  Maske- 

lyne  {b ) ;  Bradley  v.  Peixoto  (c) ;  Bull  v.  Kingston  (cf) ; 

Ross  V.  Ross{e)\    Comber  v.  Chrahamif);   Green  v. 

Harvey  (g) ;  Simmons  v.  Simmons  (A) ;  Barton  v.  JBor- 

/o«  (i). 

IVIr.  LewiSf  for  the  representatives  of  the  testator. 

7%#?  Master  q/*  Me  Rolls. 

Before  I  decide  this  case  I  will  look  at  the  will  and 
the  authorities.  All  the  cases  show  that  this,  according 
to  the  ordinary  rules  of  construction  of  a  will,  is  either 
ao  absolute  interest  with  a  superadded  proviso,  which 
would  be  void,  or  an  estate  for  hfe,  with  a  power  to  dis- 
pose of  the  property  by  will. 


2^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

1852. 
I  have  considered  this  case,  and  think  the  argument  Jan.  13. 
on  behalf  of  the  petitioner  is  correct.  This  must  be 
^ken  to  be  an  absolute  gift  of  the  stock  to  Betty 
^^ghty  with  a  superadded  power  to  dispose  of  it  by 
^^^  ^ill,  but  which  does  not  derogate  or  detract  from 
the  prior  absolute  gift.  The  petitioner  is  therefore  en- 
dued to  an  order  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  petition. 

(«)  2  rem.  181.  (/)  1  Ruu.  ^  Myi.  450. 

W  2  Ambler,  750.  (g)  1  Hare,  428. 

W3Fef.324.  (A)  8Sjiii.22. 

W  I  Mer.  314.  (i)  16  Sim.  552. 
W  1  Joe.  *  W.  154. 


134 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1862. 


June  1. 

A  decree 
made  with 
costs  against  a 
land  agent  and 
receiver  after 
his  discharge, 
for  the  de- 
livery up  of 
all  documents 
relating  to  the 
estate  and  its 
management 


LADY  BERESFORD  v.  DRIVER. 
npmS  case,  reported  ante  {a),  came  on  for  bearing. 

Mr.  Lloyd,  and  Mr.  Shapter,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Hallett,  for  the  Defendants. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  relief,  and  ordered  the  Defendants  to  deliver 
up  the  documents  relating  to  the  estate  and  its  manage- 
ment, and  to  pay  the  costs  of  suit. 

(a)  14  Beav.  387. 


June  4. 

A  bankrupt 
executor  was 
charged  with 
interest  on  his 
balances,  but 
he  was  al- 
lowed his 
costs  of  suit. 
Held,  that 
the  costs  sub- 
sequent to  the 
bankruptcy 
were  not  to  be 
set  off  against 
his  debt, 
which  had  ac- 
crued prior  to 
his  bank- 
ruptcy. 


COTTON  t;.  CLARK. 


rilHIS  was  a  suit  against  Francis  Clark,  the  sole  sur- 
viving executor,   for  the   administration   of  the 


estate,  and  to  charge  him  with  interest  on  balances  of 
between  700/.  and  800/.,  which  had  remained  uninvested 
previous  to  his  bankruptcy.  The  first  question  was, 
whether  the  Defendant  was  chargeable  with  interest; 
the  second,  whether  he  was  to  have  his  costs  of  suit ; 
and  the  third,  whether  they  ought  to  be  set  off  against 
the  sums  due  from  him. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Elderton,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Glasse  and  Mr.  Hoare,  for  the  Defendant,  cited 
Samuel  v.  Jones  (6). 

The 

(6)  2  Hare,  246. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  1852. 

I  think  the  Defendant  is  entitled  to  his  costs,  and 
that  he  ought  to  be  charged  with  interest  on  his  balances 
at  four  per  cent,  for  the  two  and  a  half  years  during 
which  he  retained  them  in  his  hands.  The  case  of 
Samuel  v.  Jories  expressly  decides,  that  the  Court  will 
not  set  off  the  costs  incurred  by  an  executor  subsequent 
to  his  bankruptcy  against  his  debt  which  accrued  pre- 
vious to  the  bankruptcy. 

I  cannot  distinguish  these  two  cases.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  claim  substantiated  in  this  suit  was  a  debt  pre- 
vious to  his  bankruptcy;  and  though  it  could  not  be 
proved,  still  a  claim  might  have  been  made,  and  a  por- 
tioD  of  the  assets  set  aside  to  answer  it. 

-Liberty  may  now  be  given  to  the  Plaintiff  to  go  in 
and  prove  the  amount  in  the  bankruptcy. 


SPARROW  t;.  JOSSELYN.  j^m^. 

T^HE  testator,  Mr.  Sparrow,  was  a  partner  in  two  Bequwtof 

banking  establishments,  the  one  at  Chelmsford  ]^'   <«  {^j^g 

*nd  the  other  at  Braintree,  his  capital  in  each  being,  by  *»y  "hare  of 

arrangement  with  his  copartners,  5,000/.  now  engaged 

in  the  banking 
business," 
By  his  will,  he  devised  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  &c.    Held  to 

W»  trustees,  upon  trust,  if  necessary,  to  sell  his  real  gtraUve'and" 

^•tate,  and  pay  his  debts  and  legacies.  not  a  specific 

legacy. 

By  a  codicil  to  his  will  he  expressed  himself  as  fol- 
lows :— 

**  I  hereby  revoke  the  several  legacies  or  portions  of 

3,000/. 
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1862.  3,000/.  in  and  by  my  said  will  given  to  my  sons  Sasil 
Sparrow  and  John  B.  Sparrow^  and  in  lieu  thereof,  / 
give  and  bequeath  unto  my  son  Basil  Sparrow  (the  Plain- 
tiff) 10,000/.  sterling,  being  my  share  of  the  capital  now 
engaged  in  the  banking  business  of  Messrs.  Sparrow, 
Walford,  Notledge  and  Greenwood,  as  carried  on  at 
Chelmsford  and  Braintree,  both  in  the  county  of  Essex  ; 
and  I  direct  that  the  same  sum  of  10,000/.  be  continued 
in  the  said  banking  business,  until  my  said  son  Basil 
Sparrow  shall  refuse  or  determine  to  decline  to  take  any 
share  in  the  said  business.  And  I  direct  that  the  interest 
and  annual  produce  to  arise  from  the  said  10,000/.  shall 
be  paid  to  my  executors  or  executor,  for  the  time  being, 
until  my  said  son  Basil  Sparrow  shall  attain  the  age  of 
21  years,  and  that  they  or  he  shall  apply  so  much  of 
such  interest  and  annual  produce  for  his  maintenance 
until  21,  and  accumulate  the  surplus." 

And  after  reciting  his  right  so  to  do,  nominated  his 
son  Basil  Sparrow  to  succeed  him*  in  the  business  of 
banker  at  Chelmsford  and  Braintree,  and  proceeded 
thus  : — "  I  direct  that  the  legacy  of  10,000/.,  my  present 
capital  therein,  hereinbefore  given  to  him,  shall  be  paid 
to  him,  my  said  son  Basil  Sparrow,  whether  the  same, 
at  my  decease,  be  engaged  in  one  or  two  or  more  sepa- 
rate sums,  it  being  my  intention  to  give  him  such  capital 
of  10,000/.,  wherever  the  same  may  be." 

At  the  testator's  death,  he  had  his  capital  of  5,000/. 
in  one  of  the  banks,  and  a  sum  of  1,700/.  standing  to 
his  separate  banking  account;  but  on  taking  the  accounts 
of  the  other  bank,  it  was  discovered,  that  a  clerk  had 
defrauded  the  bankers  to  a  very  considerable  extent, 
and  the  6,000/.  capital  was  very  considerably  reduced, 
and  on  the  whole,  his  capital  in  both  banks  (exclusive 

of 
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of    ^1)e  1,700/.)  was  deficient  by  2,766/.  to  produce 

10,000/.  sterling. 

Sparrow 
o. 
ITcder  these  circumstances  Basil  Sparrow ,  by  this     Josselyh. 

suit,  iDsisted  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  legacy  of  10,000/. 

sterling,  and  he  sought  to  have  the  above  deficiency 

raised  and  paid  out  of  the  testator's  estate. 

The  question  was  whether  the  legacy  was  specific  or 
demonstrative. 

Mr.  jB.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Bigg,  for  the  Plaintiff. — ^This 
is  a  pecuniary  and  not  a  specific  legacy.  The  gift  is  of 
10,000/.  sterling,  a  description  appropriate  to  a  pecuniary 
legacy,  but  inapplicable  to  a  sum  resulting  from  a  part- 
nership account.  A  fund  was  pointed  to,  out  of  which 
the  legacy  might  be  paid  ;  but  the  failure  of  that  fund 
will  not  defeat  a  legacy  payable  at  all  events.  If  the 
testator  had  retired  from  the  concern  and  had  withdrawn 
his  capital,  the  legatee  would  still  have  been  entitled  to 
Ws  legacy:  1  Roper  on  Legacies  (a) ;  Le  Grice  v. 
finch{b)i  Williams  on  Executors (c) ;  they  also  cited 
CohiU  V.  Middleton  (d). 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Osborne  contrci,  for  the  executors 
^d  trustees  argued,  that  this  was  not  a  general  legacy, 
hot  one  wholly  payable  out  of  a  particular  fund,  which 
having  partially  failed,  the  legatee  must  bear  the  loss. 

They  cited  the  Attorney- General  v.  Pyle  {e\  and  Door 
^' Geary  {f). 

Mr.ii.  Palmer,  in  reply,  relied  on  the  word  "  present," 

and 

W  Paw  235  (4th  ed.)  (d)  3  Beav.  570. 

(*)  3  Mtr.  50.  (e)  1  Atk,  435. 

W  236,  4th  ed.;  740,  Ut  ed.  (/)  1  Ves,  sen.  255. 
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1862.  ^tkd  argued,  that  the  expression  ''being  my  share"  was 
equivalent  to  "  which  is  my  share,"  which  was  merely 
demonstrative. 


SrAHftow 

JOMBLYV. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  is  considerable  difficulty  in  determining  the 
effect  of  the  words  of  this  will,  an  event  having  hap- 
pened which  the  testator  never  foresaw  at  the  time  of 
making  it.  The  Court  has  to  construe  the  words  under 
circumstances,  which  I  believe  he  never  anticipated 
would  arise. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  testator  intended  to  give  a 
sum  of  10,000/.  sterling  out  of  whatever  might  be  his 
capital  in  the  concern  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and 
tiiat  his  intention  was  not  to  give  his  capital  more  or 
less,  but  10,000/.  out  of  it.  At  the  time  he  made  his 
will,  he  had  no  doubt  that  10,000/.  was  the  amount  of 
his  qapital  in  the  concern ;  this  might  have  varied,  but 
he  intended  to  give  10,000/.  and  no  more.  The  early 
part  of  the  will  leads  strongly  to  this  conclusion.  First 
he  gives  "  10,000/.  sterling."  He  then  proceeds  to  deal 
with  this  as  if  it  were  a  sum  of  10,000/.  in  money.  He 
directs  ''the  same  snm  of  10,000/."  to  be  continued  in 
the  business,  and  the  interest  to  arise  ''from  the  said 
10,000/."  to  be  paid  for  his  son's  maintenance,  and  the 
surplus  to  accumulate.  All  these  provisions  point  ex- 
clusively to  a  dealing  with  a  distinct  and  capital  sum 
of  10,000/.  He  subsequently  directs  the  "  legacy  of 
10,000/.,  his  present  capital,"  to  be  paid  to  his  son, 
"  whether  the  same  at  his  decease  be  engaged  in  one  or 
two  or  more  separate  sums." 

If  the  legacy  be  specific,  and  the  testator  or  his  part- 
ners 


c< 
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ners  had  put  an  end  to  the  concern,  his  capital  would  1863. 
have  been  paid  out  to  him ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  if 
it  could  be  clearly  traced  it  might  be  followed  and  re- 
covered by  the  legatee.  This  is  inconsistent  with  its 
being  a  specific  legacy.  Again,  he  has  used  the  words 
now'*  and  *' present"  capital,  to  prevent  the  legatee 
taking  any  accretion  thereto,  guarding  on  the  one  side 
against  the  legatee  taking  more  than  10,000/.,  and  on 
the  other,  against  the  whole  concern  being  put  an 
end  to. 

The  result  is,  that  the  proper  construction  to  be  put 
on  this  will  is,  that  this  was  a  demonstrative  legacy  of 
10,000/.,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  it 
loade  good  to  him. 


BATES  V.  HILLCOAT.  J«t4. 

'J^HIS  was  a  bill  by  a  party  entitled  by  virtue  of  an  Judgment 
equitable  deposit  and  judgment  against  the  other  ^^^  in^SST 

'*^cumbrancers.  (niccearif© 

periods  of 
three  moathe 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  C.  C.  Barber,  for  the  Plaintiff.  ^^^  ^«d«np- 


Uon. 


Mr.  Gordon,  Mr.  J.  Sidney  Smith,  Mr.  Humphry, 
^tid  Mr.  Hetherington,  for  different  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  : — In  another  branch 
rf  the  Court  it  has  been  held  (a),  that  where  there  are 
several  judgment  creditors  they  ought  to  be  allowed  but 
one  period  for  redemption.  I  shall  follow  that  practice, 
for  otherwise  the  process  of  successive  foreclosure  of 
judgment  creditors  would  be  interminable. 

There 
(a)  SUad  V.  Bank$,  IS  Be  G.  if  Sm.  560.  * 
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1862. 


There  will  be  successive  rights  of  redemption^  but 
not  with  the  ordinary  intervals  of  three  months,  as  in 
the  common  form  of  mortgage  decrees. 


June  10. 


HARTWELL  i;.  COLVIN. 


As  to  the 

right  of  a  cre- 
ditor to  come 
in  under  a 
decree,  at  any 
time  before 
the  fund  has 
been  dis- 
tributed. 
After  a 


TN  1817,  some  native  merchants  of  Calcutta  named 
Sarkies  assigned  their  property  to  trustees,  in  trust 
to  collect  and  apply  the  monies  in  satisfaction  of  the 
several  debts  owing  by  them,  "  to  such  of  their  respec- 
tive creditors  as  bad  executed  or  should  execute"  that 
indenture,  rateably.  The  debts  were,  if  required  by  the 
1  n^X^la  th  ^^*^^^^^^»  ^^  ^  verified  by  the  affidavit  of  the  creditors. 
Court  re-  respectively ;  and  it  was  provided,  that  if  any  creditor 
^Tiie  ordi-    should,  for  one  year  after  notice,  neglect  to  execute  the 

nary  proof  of    deed,  he  should  be  excluded. 

a  debt  m  the 

Masters' 

^^[^1817  ^"  January^  1839,  this  suit  was  instituted,  for  the 

trust  deed  was  purpose  of  having  the  trusts  of  the  deed  executed;  and 

^.^.Vort^e  ^y  '^®  decree  made  in  1842,  it  was  ordered,  that  the 

benefit  of  his  trusts  of  the  deed  should  be  carried  into  execution  here. 

The  deed  was  ^^^  ^^e  Master  was  to  advertize  for  creditors  to  come 

MtabUshed  by   j^  ^nd  prove  their  debts, 
the  decree  m  '^ 

1842,  and  an  In 

account  of 

debts  was  directed.  The  petitioner,  in  1846,  came  in  under  the  decree,  and  claimed 
in  respect  of  promissory  notes  dated  in  1816,  given  by  A,  B.  to  his  father,  who  died 
in  1828.  He  produced  the  notes  and  proved  the  signatures,  but  gave  no  proof  of 
the  consideration,  or  of  any  thing  being  then  due.  Held,  that  his  claim  had  been  pro- 
perly rejected  bv  the  Master,  for  after  the  great  lapse  of  time  the  notes  could  not  be 
admitted  upon  the  ordinary  proof. 


1816.  Promissory  notes. 

1817.  Trust  deed. 
1828.  Death  of  Afu//tr/c.' 


1839.  Billfil^. 

1842.  Decree. 

1846.  Claim  of  Petitioner. 
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In  1846,  the  petitioner,  Oboychurn  MuUick,  carried  1852. 
into  the  Master's  office  a  claim  for  a  sum  of  moDey, 
as  creditor  of  Sarkies,  under  the  following  circum- 
stances : — He  produced  three  promissory  notes  of  Sar- 
hies,  dated  in  1816,  payable  to  Gourchurn  MuUick  or 
order,  and  which  became  due  in  the  same  year,  and  he 
▼erified  the  signatures.  Gourchurn  MuUick  died  in 
1828,  and  the  petitioner,  his  son,  obtained  letters  of 
administration  to  him  in  1850. 

The  Master  disallowed  the  claim,  on  the  ground  of 
there  being  no  evidence  of  anything  having  been  due  on 
the  notes,  and  no  evidence  of  the  consideration  for  them. 

The  funds  still  remaining  in  Court,  the  petitioner  pre- 
sented a  petition,  by  way  of  appeal,  praying  payment 
rateably  with  the  other  creditors.  He  now  made  an 
affidavit,  showing  that  he  was  ten  years  of  age  at  the 
date  of  the  notes,  and  stating  his  belief  that  they  had 
not  been  paid  to  his  father,  and  positively  stating  that 
they  had  not  been  paid  to  him,  and  that  he  was  unable 
to  ascertain  the  consideration  given  for  the  notes. 

Mr.  Llotfd  and  Mr.  Bird,  in  support  of  the  petition. 
The  promissory  notes  are  sufficiently  proved,  both  accord- 
ing to  the  practice  at  law,  Jacob  v.  Hungate  (a) ;  Lacey 
▼.  Fcrresier  (b)  y  Stoughton  v.  Earl  of  Kilmorey(c); 
JPercival  v.  Frampton(d);  Mills  v.  Barber (e);  and  the 
usual  practice  in  equity,  Whitaker  v.  Wright(f);  Run- 
dell  y.  Lord  Rivers  I g).  As  to  the  consideration  given 
for  the  notes,  it  is  stated,  on  the  face  of  them,  that  they 

were 

(0)  1  Mood.  4-  R.  445.  (e)  1  Mee.  tf  W,  425. 

(6)  2  Cr.  Mee.  if  R.  59.  (/*)  2  Hare,  310. 

(c)  n.  72.  (g)  1  Phillips,  88. 

(d)  U.  180. 
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were  given  '*  for  value  received."  This  is  an  admission 
binding  on  the  maker  of  the  note  and  on  the  trustees 
who  claim  under  him,  besides  which  the  notes  prima 
facie  import  a  consideration;  Byles  on  Bills  (a). 

The  petitioner  is  within  the  terms  of  the  deed,  which 
was  made  in  favour  of  every  creditor  who,  after  appli- 
cation,  should  not  neglect  or  refuse  to  accede  to  it, 
they  may  come  in  so  long  as  the  funds  remain  undis- 
tributed, Gillespie  V.  Alexander {b);  March  v,  RusseU(c); 
and  he  has  done  so  by  his  claim. 

As  to  the  lapse  of  time,  the  petitioner  could  not,  by 
the  terms  of  the  deed,  sue  his  debtor,  and  there  was 
no  necessity  for  so  doing ;  for  '*  it  is  not  to  be  inferred 
that  a  man  has  no  debt  because  he  does  not  go  to  law 
to  enforce  payment  when  he  has  a  trustee  to  pay  him." 
Hughes  v.  Wynne{d).  Again,  the  decree  operates  as  a 
judgment  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors,  and  neither 
the  trust  nor  the  judgment  is  barred  or  satisfied  (e). 

Mr.  RaupeU,  Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Glasse,  were 
not  heard. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  petitioner  is  not  entitled  to 
any  order  upon  this  petition;  and  I  proceed  upon  the 
ground  of  the  lapse  of  time  that  has  occurred  since  the 
debt  accrued  due.  It  is  necessary  to  distinguish  be- 
tween the  lapse  of  time,  with  reference  to  the  state  of 
the  cause  when  the  petitioner  came  in  to  prove  his 

debt, 

(a)  Page  8S,  4th  ed.  (d)  Turn.  4-  K.  309. 

(6)  3  Huu.  130.  (e)  See  Ex  parte  Shaw,  1  Mod. 

(c)  3  Myl.  4-  Cr.  41.  598. 
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d^bft,  aod  the  time  when  the  debt  or  supposed  debt  was        1852. 

cosza^bracted.  v^^v^^^ 

Hartwbll 

V. 

With  respect  to  the  first,  the  case  of  Gillespie  ▼.       Coltw. 
^'^A.  Z^scandir^  and  many  others,  and  the  daily  practice  of 
*^^«    Court,  show  that,  subject  to  certain  regulations 
'^v^tiicb  the  Court  makes  respecting  costs,  the  petitioner, 
^L^suming  his  debt  to  be  established,  may  come  in  at 
c^Kfty  time  before  the  fund  has  been  administered,  and 
■ic^ake  them  available  to  payment  of  his  own  as  well  as 
^^be  other  debts«     I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  this 
S>^titioDer  is  in  ample  time,  so  far  as  the  state  of  the 
c^^use  is  concerned.     But  the  reason  why  I  think  he  is 
v^^Dt  entitled  to  come  in  is  this: — ^This  debt,  assuming  its 
^^"^lidity,  became  due  on  the  30th  September ^  1816;  the 
l^i.11  was  filed  in  January ^  1839,  that  is,  upwards  of 
^^^enty-twQ   years  after  the  debt   bad  accrued  due. 
I^ow,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  the  Court  would 
[uire  some  strong  facts,  and  some  sufficient  explana- 
tion, to  show  why  a  creditor  had  done  nothing  for 
"^^enty-two  years  to  enforce  his  debt.    In  Duffieldv^ 
^^reerf(a),  where  an   action  was  brought  on   a  note 
^^^enty  years  old,  "  Lord  Ellenborough  said,  that  if  this 
«^d  been  a  bond,  twenty  years  would  have  raised  a 
f^resumption  of  payment,  in  which  case  he  would  have 
^^ft  the  presumption  of  payment  to  the  jury;  and  he 
'^^^oughti  as  this  note  was  unaccounted  for,  the  same 
^^le  of  presumption  of  payment  ought  to  apply.*' 

Id  this  case,  no  explanation  whatever  has  been  given 
to  me  to  show  why  Gowrchurn  Mtdlick,  in  the  first 
^luitaDoe,  or  the  petitioner,  his  son,  in  the  second  in- 
duce, took  no  step  to  enforce  this  debt.     Gaurchurn 
^uOick  died  in  1828,  nearly  twelve  years  after  the  debt 

had 

(a)  5  E^.  52. 
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Hartwell 
o. 

COLVZN. 


had  accrued  due.  The  petitioner,  being  twenty-two 
at  his  death,  took  no  step,  for  upwards  of  ten  years 
afterwards,  to  enforce  the  debt.  Now  he  either  assented 
to  the  deed,  or  he  did  not;  but  in  neither  case  is  there 
any  excuse  for  his  neglecting  to  take  any  steps  or  pro- 
ceedings to  enforce  the  debt.  If  he  did  not  assent  to 
the  deed  he  might  have  sued  his  debtors.  If  he  did 
assent  to  it,  he  might  have  enforced  the  trusts  of  the 
deed  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and  the  other  creditors, 
but  he  takes  no  step  whatever.  The  question  is,  whether 
after  this  lapse  of  time,  and  without  any  explanation, 
he  is  entitled  to  come  in  and  give  the  same  sort  of 
ordinary  prima  facie  proof,  a^  if  these  notes  had  been 
only  a  few  months  old.  I  concur  in  the  proposition  laid 
down,  or  the  course  of  practice  asserted  in  Whitiaker  v. 
Wriffht  and  Rundell  v.  Lord  Rivers,  in  which  it  was 
ascertained,  that  the  Master  and  the  Court,  in  all  cases 
of  suspicion,  require  more  than  the  ordinary  and  formal 
proof.  Various  circumstances  may  cause  the  suspicion 
and  require  extra  evidence  to  be  given,  and  one  is  the 
great  length  of  time  which  has  elapsed  without  any 
claim  being  made  or  any  explanation  given  for  the  delay. 


The  reason  why  the  Court  acts  with  great  strict- 
ness arises  from  the  loss  of  evidence  which  necessa- 
rily takes  place  in  the  lapse  of  time,  and  because 
it  becomes  impossible  to  prevent  the  Court  doing  in- 
justice, if  it  act  on  an  old  transaction  exactly  as  it 
would  have  done  if  the  case  had  been  perfectly  re- 
cent. It  is  on  that  principle  that  Statutes  of  Limita- 
tions are  founded;  and  why  Courts  of  Equity,  acting 
in  analogy  to  the  Statutes  of  Limitations,  will  refuse 
to  set  aside  a  deed  (a),  even  where  the  evidence  before 
the  Court  shows  that  it  was  obtained  by  fraud,  if  the 

person 
(o)  Champion  v.  Rigbj/,  1  R,  ^  M.  539. 
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p^-rson  who  suffers  by  it,  being  aware  of  all  the  facts, 
h^^  iK>t  prosecuted  his  remedy  for  the  purpose  of  setting 
it    SLside  within  a  reasonable  time.     In  this  case  if  the 
ev' science  has  been  lost  it  has  been  the  fault  of  the 
pet^itioner  or  of  the  person  through  whom  he  claims, 
add  the  fact  that  he  is  unable  to  give  any  evidence  of 
coxisideration,  that  his  books  show  no  evidence,  and  that 
there  is  nothing  but  these  three  notes  produced,  which 
are    now  upwards  of  thirty-six  years  old,  are,  in  my 
opinion,  sufficient  to  justify  the  Master  and  the  Court 
in  saying,  that  it  cannot  treat  this  case  as  an  ordinary 
simple  case,  and  admit  them  to  proof  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  if  they  were  recent. 
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The  consequence  is,  that  the  Court  requires  strict 
proof  of  them;  and  no  such  evidence  being  given,  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  it  would  be  a  violation  of  a  wholesome 
mle,  if  the  Court  were,  on  this  simple  affidavit,  which  it 
is  obviouB  could  not  be  met  by  the  Respondents,  to 
allow  this  debt  to  be  proved.  I  am  of  opinion,  there- 
fore, that  I  must  dismiss  this  petition  with  costs. 

Note. — Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices,  July  6,  1852. 


^OL.  XVI, 
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June  11. 


Trast  monies 
being  paid 
into  Court 
under  the 
Trustee  Re- 
lief Act,  Held 
that  the  costs 
of  an  applica- 
tion for  pay- 
ment of  the 
income  to  the 
tenant  for  life 
oueht  to  be 
paid  out  of  the 
corpui. 


In  Re  FIELD'S  Trust. 

TN  this  case,  a  fund  had  been  paid  into  Court  under 
■*•  the  Trustee  Relief  Act  (10&  11  VicL){a),  and  a 
petition  was  now  presented  by  Lydia  Field,  the  tenant 
for  life,  for  an  order  for  payment  to  her  of  the  income. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  costs  of  this  petition 
ought  to  be  paid  out  of  the  corpus,  or  out  of  the  income 
of  the  fund. 

Mr.  C.  P.  Phillips,  in  support  of  the  petition,  cited 
Re  Ross  (J). 


Mr.  W.  W,  Cooper,  for  the  remainderman,  argued, 
that  the  costs  of  a  proceeding  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  ought  to  be  paid  out  of  her  share  in  the 
fund. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered  the  case  cited 
in  point,  and  ordered  payment  out  of  the  capital  (c). 


(a)  Cap.  96. 

(6)  15  Jur,  241,  and  see  In 
re  Cawtliornef  12  Beav.  56 ;  In 


re  Lor  inter,  Ibid.  521. 

(f)  Reg.  Lib.  1851,   A,  foL 
993. 
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HEATON  V.  DEARDEN.  My  i. 

rtlHOMAS  FERRAND  and  James  Dearden  were  One  of  two 
tenants  in  common  in  fee  of  some  freehold  pro-  common  of  an 

party  at  Tooter's  Hill  Lancashire.  estate  agreed 

"^    ^  to  grant  a 

lease  of  the 

On  the  16th  of  May,  1844,  Thomas  Ferrand  alone,  jjf"^^"/®' 
ID  consideration  of  330/.,  agreed  to  demise  for  twenty-  tbat  the  lessee 
one  years,  to  four  persons  named  Watson  and  Smith,  J^^J^  decree  for 
**  all  and  every  the  mines,  veins,  and  beds  of  coal  and  specific  per- 
cannel,"  under  the  lands  of  him   Thomas  Ferrand  at  f^^  a  partition 
Tooter's  Hill,  with  liberty  to  get  the  minerals,  sink  of  the  estate. 
shafts,  erect  machines  and  buildings,  make  bricks,  and 
use  the  roads,  at  a  rent  of  270/.  per  acre  for  the  lower 
mines  and  60/.  for  the  upper.    The  lessees  agreed  to 
work  one  acre,  at  least,  per  annum,  and  the   lessor 
agreed  to  indemnify  the  intended  lessees  against  all  liti- 
gation and  disturbance  on  the  part  of  James  Dearden, 
and  all  other  persons. 

In  1845  Thomas  Ferrand  died,  and  his  interest  in  the 
estate  descended  on  his  nephew  James  Dearden^  his 
heir  at  law,  who  thereupon  became  entitled  to  the  whole 
estate. 


In  August,  1847,  the  Plaintiff  Heaton,  claiming  as 
assignee  of  the  benefit  of  the  agreement,  instituted  the 
present  suit,  in  conjunction  with  the  two  Watsons, 
against  James  Dearden  and  others,  praying  a  specific 
performance  of  the  agreement  for  a  lease,  and  that  a 
partition  of  the  property  might  be  made,  so  as  to  allot, 
in  severalty,  a  part  in  lieu  of  the  undivided  moiety  of 

L  2  Thomas 
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1852.  Thomas  Ferrand^  and  upon  a  partition  being  made,  that 
a  proper  lease  might  be  executed  by  James  Dearden,  of 
the  part  allotted  in  respect  of  Thomas  Ferrand*s  moiety. 


Heaton 

V, 
DiARDEN. 


Mr.  JR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  J.  V,  Prior,  for  the  Plaintiffs^ 
cited  Baring  v.  Nash  (a), 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Hetheringion,  for  Dearden, 
argued  y  that  this  contract,  by  one  of  two  owners,  to  de- 
mise unbroken  minerals,  was  invalid ;  secondly,  that  by 
the  decree  asked,  the  lessee  would  obtain  an  interest 
different  from  that  contracted  for,  for  the  agreement  was 
for  a  lease  of  the  moiety  of  all  the  undivided  minerals, 
whereas  the  decree  would  give  him  the  sole  right  to  a 
divided  moiety  of  them ;  thirdly,  that  the  bill  was  mul- 
ti&rious. 

Mr.  Teed,  for  a  trustee. 

Mr.  Wright  and  Mr.  L.  Field,  for  other  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true,  that  the  Court  considers  cases 
of  specific  performance  in  the  light  of  an  appeal  to  its  dis- 
cretion, and  in  cases  of  peculiar  difficulty  it  sometimes 
leaves  the  parties  to  their  primary  remedy  by  action  at  law. 
But  this  discretion  must  be  exercised  having  regard  to 
this  principle,  that  a  party  to  a  contract  has  a  right  to 
have  it  specifically  performed,  unless  some  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances arise,  which  make  it  inequitable  to  enforce 
its  performance.  Upon  this  part  of  the  case,  the  ques- 
tion, therefore,  is,  whether  any  such  circumstances 
exist  here,  as  to  make  it  proper  for  the  Court,  in  the 

exercise 
(ti)  1  Ves.  Sf  B.  551. 
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exercise  of  its  discretion,  to  withhold  a  decree  for  spe- 
cific performance?  and  I  am  not,  notwithstanding  the 
ftble  argument  I  have  heard,  convinced  that  it  ought  to 
refuse  such  a  decree. 

The  state  of  the  case  is  this : — One  of  two  tenants  in 
common  in  fee  simple  of  an  estate  enters  into  a  contract 
to  demise  the  minerals  thereunder  to  persons  represented 
by  the  plaintiffs.  I  have  to  consider  how  the  case  dif- 
fers, if  at  all,  from  a  contract  by  a  tenant  in  common  to 

sell  his  interest  in  the  estate  ?    It  only  differs  in  degree. 

On  behalf  of  the  principal  Defendant  the  case  is  put 
in  this  way: — This  is  a  contract  by  a  tenant  in  common 
to  demise  an  undivided  moiety,  and  it  would  be  varying 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  be  giving  him  more  than 
he  agreed  for,  if  a  lease  were  granted  to  him  of  an 
ascertained  moiety..    Now  the  Court  must,  in  this  case, 
consider  two  things,  which,  from  the  peculiar  nature  of 
this  case,  are  mixed  up  together :  first,  whether  the  con- 
tract ought  to  be  specifically  enforced ;  and,  secondly, 
what  are  the  rights  which  spring  out  of  the  due  per- 
formance and  completion  of  that  contract? 

For  this  purpose,  I  will  consider  the  case  as  if  JTiomas 
Ferrand  were  alive,  and  the  sole  Defendant  to  a  suit  for 
specific  performance.  The  Court  would  then  have  to 
consider,  whether  this  contract,  entered  into  by  one  of 
two  tenants  in  common,  to  demise  the  mines  that  lie 
onder  his  undivided  portion  of  the  estate,  ought  to  be 
specifically  enforced?  I  cannot  doubt  that,  in  that 
simple  case,  the  Court  would  have  specifically  enforced 
the  contract.  Both  parties  were  perfectly  aware  of 
the  nature  of  the  contract,  and  though  it  might  hap- 
pen (which  is  a  question  I  will  consider  presently),  that 
SQch  a  lease  would  give  nothing  to  the  lessee,  still,  if  he 

chooses 
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1852.  chooses  to  have  a  specific  performance^  the  lessor  cannot 
resist  performing  his  contract,  on  the  ground  that  it  will 
give  the  lessee  nothing.  I  entertain  no  doubt  that,  in 
such  a  case,  the  contract  would  have  been  specifically 
enforced,  and  that  the  Court  would  have  ordered  the 
Defendant  to  grant  a  lease  of  all  the  minerals  under  the 
land,  so  far  as  he  was  interested  in  it;  and  which,  even 
if  this  contract  had  contained  nothing  specific  on  the 
subject,  would  have  included,  by  necessary  inference,  a 
right  to  get  at  those  minerals. 

If  a  decree  had  been  made,  and  the  demise  had  been 
duly  executed,  it  would  then  have  been  impossible  for 
the  lessee  to  make  it  available,  unless  by  another  suit 
against  the  other  tenant  in  common  of  the  estate  for 
partition.  Baring  v.  Nash  (a)  is  a  distinct  authority, 
that  the  Court  will  allow  a  partition  in  such  a  case. 
In  Baring  v.  Nash^  a  person  who  had  a  long  term 
of  years  in  an  undivided  tenth  part,  filed  a  bill  for 
partition  against  the  owner  of  the  entirety  of  the  other 
nine-tenth  parts  not  making  the  reversioner  of  bis 
own  term  a  party.  Two  questions  were  raised,  first, 
whether  he  could  proceed  in  the  absence  of  the  rever- 
sioner of  his  own  tenth  part,  and  next,  whether  be  could, 
in  respect  of  his  limited  interest  in  one  tenth  part,  main- 
tain a  suit  for  partition  against  the  other  owners.  The 
Court  held  that  he  could,  and  that  although  he  had  but 
a  limited  interest,  he  was  entitled  to  have  it  made  avail- 
able for  his  benefit.  I  cannot,  therefore,  doubt,  that  if 
Ferrand  had  been  living,  there  would  have  been,  in  the 
first  place,  a  decree  against  him  for  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  contract;  and  that  when  a  demise  had  been 
made,  the  lessee  might  have  fil^^  a  bill  and  have  ob- 
tained a  partition  of  the  estate. 

It 
(fl)  1  Vt$.  *  B.  551. 
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It  is  manifest  that  this  right  is  in  no  degree  affected  1862. 
by  the  death  of  Ferrand,  but  the  peculiarity  of  this  case 
is  this : — it  so  happens  that  the  heir-at-law  of  Ferrand 
is  also  the  owner  of  the  other  moiety  of  the  estate, 
and  a  question  has  been  raised,  whether  you  are  not,  in 
fact,  doing  by  one  suit  that  which  ought  properly  to  be 
done  by  two,  and  which  would  necessarily  have  been  done 
by  two  suits  if  the  Defendant  had  not  united  in  himself 
these  two  characters.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  Court, 
in  order  to  avoid  circuity  of  remedies,  and  having  before 
it  all  parties  interested  in  both  moieties,  and  the  prayer 
of  the  bill  being  distinct  for  that  purpose,  will,  in  the 
first  place,  specifically  enforce  the  contract  against  the 
Defendant,  as  heir-at-law  of  Ferrand^  and  when  that 
has  been  done,  will  make  a  decree  against  him  for  a 
partition,  in  his  character  of  owner  of  the  other  moiety 
of  the  estate.  .  It  would  be  unfit  and  contrary  to  the 
principles  of  equity  to  compel  the  Defendant  to  institute 
Mother  suit  and  take  other  and  fresh  proceedings  for 
*at  purpose. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  Plaintiffs,  assuming 
that  there  is  no  other  difficulty,  are  entitled  to  have  a 
decree  for  specific  performance  against  James  Dearden^ 
^  heir-at-law  of  Ferrand^  and  for  that  purpose,  as  the 
^tleis  accepted,  there  must  be  a  reference  to  the  Master, 
^  case  the  parties  differ,  to  settle  the  terms  of  the  de- 
"**«e;  and  when  that  has  been  done,  there  must  be  a 
"^ree  for  a  partition  (unless  it  can  be  settled  by  the 
^S^'eement  between  the  parties)  to  set  out,  by  metes  and 
"^•inds,  what  portion  of  the  property  is  included  in  this 
"^uiise,  and  in  respect  of  which  the  Plaintiffs  will  be 
^^titled  to  work  the  minerals  of  the  estate. 

It  was  argued,  that  the  minerals  being  unbroken,  and 
ftere  being  no  agreement  to  demise  the  surface  of  the 

ground, 
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1862.  ground,  yoa  could  neither  have  the  specific  performance 
nor  a  partition  of  the  property.  But  so  far  as  the  par- 
tition is  concerned,  the  point  is  decided  by  the  case  of 
Baring  v.  Nash,  because  a  limited  interest  in  a  portion 
of  the  estate  would  not  differ  in  effect  from  a  limited 
interest  with  respect  to  the  whole  of  the  estate.  With 
respect  to  specific  performance,  I  am  also  of  opinion  that 
it  is  decided  by  the  ordinary  principles,  that  a  man  may, 
if  he  pleases,  sell  his  interest  in  the  surface  of  an  estate 
reserving  the  minerals,  or  he  may  sell  his  interest  in  the 
minerals  reserving  the  surface, — that  he  may  demise  and 
contract  to  demise  the  minerals  alone,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  he  may  enter  into  a  contract  to  sell  them  without 
the  surface, — and  that  having  demised  the  minerals,  he 
has  also  given  the  right  to  get  at  them. 

I  feel  some  difficulty  with  respect  to  the  exact  form 
of  the  decree.  With  respect  to  the  form  of  the  demise 
I  shall  say  nothing  at  present,  that  being  a  matter  to  be 
settled  by  the  Master  in  case  the  parties  differ.  I  pro- 
pose to  make  a  decree  for  a  partition,  on  a  lease  being 
executed  containing  such  covenants  as  the  Defendant 
Dearden  is  entitled  to  insist  on. 
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WILSON   V.  EDEN.  July  9,  13. 

T^HE  case  is  reported  in  1 1  JBeavan  (a),  where  the  Thp  case  of 

facts  are  fully  stated.     Lord  Langdale  held,  that,  £^^  f\\ 

under  the  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  26,  the  leaseholds  passed  by  ^^^^^)  "^ 

the  residuary  gift  with  the  personalty,  but  he  subse-      a  testator 

quently  sent  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Ex-  ^J'^j^J^ 

cheqaer.     That  Court  entertained  a  different  opinion,  his  personal 

The  cause  came  on  before  Sir  John  Romilly,  M.  R.,  ^^^and^'''^ 

when  he  ordered  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  wheresoever, 

Queen's  Bench,  which  Court  concurred  in  opinion  with  ^i^^^  ^\\^ 

the  Court  of  Exchequer  (J).     The  case  again  came  be-  manors,  lands, 

fore  this  Court,  and  the  point  was  again  reargued.  the  county  of 

Durham^  and 
at  £.,  in  t]ie 

Mr.  Elmsley  and  Mr.  Giffard,  for  the  Plaintiff.  county  of 

Yorkf  and  a 
parcel  of  land 

Ur.Roupell,  Mr.  Welford,  Mr.  Faber,  Mr.  Goldsmid,  purchased  of 

Mr.  Bichenson^  Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  R.  Palmer y  for  other  other  his  real 
parties.  estates  in  the 

counties  of 
Durham  and 

The  following  cases  were  cited : — Arkell  v.  Fletcher  (c);  el^where  and 

^nev.  Earl  of  Stanhope  {d);  Goodman  v.  Edwards  {e);  all  his  estate 

Weigall  V.  Brome  (/) ;  Lowther  v.  Cavendish  (g) ;  Hohson  therein  to 

▼.  Blachhurnih);  Hall  v.  Fisher  (i) ;  Thompson  v.  Lady  J;?°J jj;  ""^^ 

^ley{k);  Day  v.   Trig  {I);  Bootle  y.  Blundell(m);  certain  uses. 

n^-  Held,  under 
the  1  Vic/. 
«)  Page  237.  (g)  1  Eden,  99.  c.  26,  s.  26, 

J^)  See  5   Exch.    Rep.  752 ;  (X)  1  MyL  if  K.  571.  that  his  lease- 

21  i.  J.  (Q.  B.)  385.  (i)  1  Coll.  47.  holds  in  Diir- 

0  10  Sim.  290.  (k)  2  Boi.  *  P.  303.  Aam  passed  to 

W  6  r.  R^p.  345.  (/)  1  P.  ITwf.  286.  C.  and  D. 

W  2  M^L  Sf  K.  759.  (m)  19  Va.  494.  with  the  real, 

V )  6  5i»i.  99.  and  not  to 

A.  B.,  with 
the  personal,  estate. 
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Doe  d.  Dunning  v.  Cranstoun  (a) ;  Watkins  v.  Lea(b); 
Parker  v.  Marchant  {c) -,  Hartley  v.  Hurle{d);  Whit- 
aker  v.  Ambler  (e) ;  Moor  v.  Raisbeck  (/) ;  Farrar  v. 
The  Earl  of  Winterton  {g) ;  Cole  v.  Sco«  (A) ;  Emuss  v. 
/SmtM  (i). 

Mr.  Malins  and   Mr.  Dumergue,  contra,  were  not 
heard. 


Jir(y  13.  rjyf^e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  should^  with  very  great  hesitation  indeed,  dissent 
from  the  unanimous  opinion  of  two  Courts  of  Law  upon 
a  question  as  to  the  construction  of  the  clauses  in  a 
statute  applicable  to  this  subject^  even  if  I  myself  dis- 
sented from  that  opinion ;  but  after  having  attentively 
heard  the  argument  of  counsel^  endeavouring  to  per- 
suade me  that  the  Courts  of  Law  have  come  to  a 
wrong  conclusion,  I  really  must  say  that  I  have  become 
more  confirmed  in  its  propriety.  I  express  no  opinion 
whatever  as  to  what  would  have  been  the  effect  of  this 
will  on  the  leaseholds,  if  unaffected  by  the  last  Statute 
of  Wills.  But  in  my  opinion,  the  26th  section  con- 
cludes the  question,  and  makes  the  leaseholds  pass 
under  the  devise. 

The  first  thing  to  be  considered  is,  what  is  the  ope- 
ration of  this  clause  of  the  act.  Mr.  Elmshy  accurately 
stated  the  effect  of  it  thus : — ^Where  there  is  a  devise  of 
land,  or  a  devise  of  land  in  a  particular  place,  or  a 
general  devise  of  land  which  would  include  copyholds 

or 

(a)  7  M.  4-  W.  1.  (/)  12  Sim.  123. 

(6)  6  Ves.  633.  {g)  5  Beav,  1. 

(c)  2  r.  4-  Co//.  C.  C.  279.  {h)  1  Macn.  4'  G.  518. 

(d)  5  Vei,  540.  (i)  2  De  Gex  ^  Smaie,  722. 

(e)  1  Eden,  151. 


Wilson 

V. 
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or  leaseholds^  if  there  were  no  freeholds,  in  all  those        1852. 
cases  it  shall  include  leaseholds  and  copyholds,  even 
though  there  be  freeholds.    That  being  the  substance 
of  the  clause,  apply  it  to  this  will.    We  have  a  devise        Eden, 
of  all  manors,  messuages,  lands,  tenements  and  here- 
ditaments situate  at  Windlestone  and  certain  other  spe- 
cified places.     Now  if  the  will  had  stopped  there,  there 
could  be  no  question  with  respect  to  the  application  of 
the  statute  to  this  devise,  because  this  is  precisely  a  case 
in  which  the  testator  has  devised  all  his  land  at  a  par- 
ticular place,  namely,  at  Windlestone,  &c.,  which,  if  he 
bad  no  freehold  there,  his  leaseholds  at  or  near  those 
plcices  would,  before  the  stat^ite,  have  passed.    The 
contrary  has  not,  nor  in  fact  could  it  reasonably  have 
been  argued.  Then  the  will  proceeds :  ''  and  a  parcel  of 
laji^d  purchased  by  me  of  the  late  Mrs.  Mary  Lambton, 
i^esr  Northallerton^  in  the  North  Riding  of  the  county  of 
Vi^rk;  and  all  other  my  real  estates  in  the  counties  of 
I^mrham  and  York  and  elsewhere  in  Great  Britain^  and 
ftll  my  estate  and  interest  therein.''    It  is  contended,  that 
those  words,  "  all  other  my  real  estate,"  produce  a  dif- 
ference in  description  from  that  previously  contained  with 
respect  to  his  lands  at  or  near  Windlestone,     Now  the 
first-thing  to  consider  is,  whether  they  are  or  not  part 
of  the  description  of  the  lands  previously  devised;  and 
the  next  is,  whether,  if  they  are  not  part  of  the  descrip- 
tion, you  can  by  inference  or  implication  cut  down  the 
effect  of  those  words,  which,  if  they  stood  alone,  would 
undoubtedly  have  included  leaseholds  if  there  had  been 
no  freeholds.     I  am  of  opinion,  that ''  all  other  my  real 
states  "  are  not  such  words  of  description,  but  that  there 
^1^  three  distinct  items  enumerated  here.     First,  the 
oianors,  lands/'  &c.,  "  at  or  near  Windlestone^  in  the 
county  of  JDiirAam,"  &c.    Secondly,  "  a  parcel  of  land  at 
^^  near  Northallerton^  in  the  county  of  Yorh^    And 
thirdly^  "all  other  my  real  estates  in  the  counties  of 

Durham 
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1862.  Dvrham  and  York  and  elsewhere  in  Great  Britain^ 
and  all  my  estate  and  interest  therein."  I  do  not, 
therefore,  read  the  vrill  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the 
testator  had  said  ''  all  my  lands  and  my  real  estate  at 
or  near  Windlestone^  in  the  county  of  YlwA/*  which,  if 
I  were  to  adopt  the  argument  of  counsel,  I  should  be 
compelled  to  do,  and  read  the  clause  so  as  to  incorporate 
the  words  ''  real  estate  **  in  the  description  of  the  lands 
at  or  near  Windlestone.  In  my  opinion,  I  cannot  pro- 
perly do  so.  But  besides  this,  it  has  been  argued,  that 
this  is  analogous  to  what  frequently  occurs  in  this  Court, 
where  a  man  gives  ''  all  his  furniture,  plate,  linen,  china 
and  other  personal  property ;"  and  the  question  arises, 
what  is  the  meaning  of  those  words, "  other  personal  pro- 
perty," and  those  are  said  to  be  words  ejusdem  generis. 
And  it  is  contended  in  this  case,  that  the  words  ''  other 
real  estate  "  are  to  be  treated  as  words  ejusdem  generis, 
that  is  to  say,  a  general  description  of  the  things  pre- 
viously enumerated.  Now  I  have  already  stated,  that 
in  my  opinion  it  does  not  form  part  of  the  description 
of  the  lands  previously  devised ;  but  if  they  are  words 
ejusdem  generis,  it  is  new  to  me  to  say,  that  words 
ejusdem  generis  cut  down  the  effect  of  the  previous 
specific  and  particular  gift.  The  authorities  show, 
that  general  words  are  themselves  cut  down  by  the 
effect  of  the  previous  enumeration,  but  not  that  those 
general  words  cut  down  the  prior  enumeration.  Suppose 
the  words  "  real  estate  "  to  mean  nothing  but  freehold, 
then  if,  in  fact,  the  true  construction  of  the  previous 
clause  in  the  will  is  to  give  all  his  freehold,  copyhold 
and  leasehold  estates  at  or  near  Windlestone,  the  sub- 
sequent words,  "  and  all  other  my  freehold  estates," 
cannot  cut  down  the  effect  of  the  prior  distinct  gifl  of 
freehold,  copyhold  and  leasehold,  and  limit  those  words 
to  freehold  only.  The  question,  therefoi*e,  remains  as 
before,  what  is  the  effect  of  the  words  in  the  previous 

part 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  167 

part  of  the  clause?  and  the  statute  says  that  if  they        1862. 
stand  alone,  they  shall  include  leaseholds. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  words  "real 
estate/'  if  restricted  to  mean  freehold  simply,  could 
not  cut  down  the  effect  of  the  previous  gift.  I  there- 
bre  concur  in  the  opinion  of  the  learned  Judges  on  this 
mbject,  and  I  must  confirm  their  decision,  and  make 
gaoh  directions  as  are  consequential  on  it. 

There  is  one  other  obsenration  which  I  should  wish 
to  make  on  the  statute.  It  was  argued,  that  there  must 
be  something  in  the  words  pointing  specifically  to 
copyhold  or  leasehold  estate ;  but  I  read  the  words  of 
tfaie  statute  as  meaning  nothing  more  than  this,— that  a 
de^se  of  land  in  the  particular  place  which  would, 
hecSoie  the  statute,  have  included  leaseholds  if  the  tes- 
ta-^tor  had  no  freeholds  there,  shall,  after  the  statute, 
inclade  leasehold,  even  though  there  be  freehold  there, 
unless  a  contrary  intention  shall  appear. 

Tht  costs  of  all  parties  should  come  out  of  the  estate. 
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^"^y  ^-  COCKELL  V.  BACON. 

Right  oieigni  TTNDER  the  powers  contained  in  a  trust  deed  of  the 

^Sor^a-  23rd  of  i^ein/ary,  1842,  entered  into  by  a  number 

gee  to  enforce  of  incumbrancers  on  Mr.  TrevaniorCs  estates,  a  mort- 

dies  at  A?^  S^S®  ^®®>  ^°  ^^  ^^^  ot  March,  1843,  executed  by  the 

same  time.        trustees  to  Rhodes  for  16,620/.,  and  which  contained  a 

By  a  deed, 
the  amount        power  0\  sale, 
due  to  the  first 
mortgagee  was 
confirmed  to         Under  the  powers  contained  in  the  same  deed,  a 

^uSctlJl  «iortgage  for  4,000/.  was,  on  the  16th  of  March,  1843, 
brancers,  and    executed  by  the  trustees  to  Davis,  which  was  made  ex- 
agreed  not  to    pressly  subject  to  the  prior  mortgage,  which  it  recited, 
execute  his 
power  of  sale 
for  a  limited         On  the  28th  of  November,  1843,  certain  annuitants 

tiiTa  parhr*  ^'^^  ^^^"^^  ^^^^  against  Rhodes,  Davis  and  others  {Hollo- 
who  by  his  bill  way  v.  Trevanion),  contesting  the  amount  of  Rhodes^ s 
amount  so  ad-  security.  The  parties  agreed  to  compromise;  and  by  a 
mitted  to  be  deed  of  the  28th  of  February,  1844,  the  Plaintiffs  in 
first  mort-        that  suit  confirmed  the  amount  of  Rhodes's  mortgage; 

gagee,  coidd      ^^^  Rhodes,  on  his  part,  covenanted  not  to  exercise 

not  take  ad-  •  i  .      . 

vantage  of  the   the  power  of  sale,  until  after  the  expiration  of  twelve 

the  deed  noT  calendar  months  from  the  day  on  which  some  final  de- 
to  sell  within     cree  should  have  been  made  in  Chancery  to  rectify  the 

an  injunction    marriage  settlement  of  Mr.  Trevanion, 

to  restrain 

such  sale  was 

refused.  Davis  was  no  party  to  this  deed,  though  privy  to  the 

transaction.  A  suit  was  afterwards  instituted  for  rec- 
tifying the  settlement  (Walsh  v.  Trevanion),  in  which  a 
decree  had  been  made,  but  it  was  alleged  that  the 
twelve  months  had  not  expired  since  the  final  decree. 

The 
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The  present  suit  {Cochell  v.  Bacon)  was  instituted  by 

^e  assignee  of  Davis's  mortgage^  impeaching  Rhodes* s 

security,  and  contesting  the  amount  due  thereon ;   and 

Rhodes  being  about  to  sell  the  property,  in  order  (o 

^a]ize  his  security,  a  motion  was  now  made,  on  behalf 

of  the  Plaintiff  Cockell,  to  restrain  Rhodes  from  selling 

or  attempting  to  sell  the  mortgaged  property. 

IMr.  RoupeU  and  Mr.  Hetherington,  in  support  of  the 
ntotion,  insisted  that  Rhodes  was,  by  the  compromise 
of  1844,  barred  from  exercising  the  power  of  sale  until 
I^^^emher^  1852  (being  twelve  months,  as  they  alleged, 
after  the  final  decree).  They  cited  Matthie  v.  Ed- 
^a^ds{a). 

Mr.  WiUcoch,  Mr.  Tennant,  Mr.  Shapter,  Mr.  R. 
I^^ilmer,  Mr.  G.  L.  Russell  and  Mr.  Lloyd,  were  not 
be^rd. 


jThe  Master  q/*  Me  Rolls. 

I  do  not  see  my  way  to  granting  this  motion,  which 
»    contrary  to  the  ordinary  principles  and  practice  on 
wUich  the  court   proceeds.      In   a   suit  by  a  puisne 
mortgagee  for  redemption,  the  practice  is,  to  leave  the 
prior  mortgagee  in  possession  of  all  his  rights  under  his 
mortgage  deed,  and  to  allow  him  to  pursue  all  his  re- 
ottedies.     He  may,  at  the  same  time,  take  possession  of 
the  estate,  sue  the  mortgagor  on  his  covenant,  and  pro- 
ved to  foreclose.    Though  this  is  the  rule,  cases  of 
fraud  or  special  contract  may  however  arise,  in  which 
the  mortgagee  may  be  prevented  enforcing  the  remedies 
which  he  would  otherwise  be  entitled  to. 

This 
(a)  2  Collifer,  465,  reversed  11  Jurist^  504. 


CoCK£LL 
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1862.  "^is  is  A  t>ill  ''^y  &  puisne  against  a  prior  mortgagee 

to  redeem  him,  and  to  cut  down  his  securities,  on  the 
ground  that  they  are  usurious,  and  that  they  ought. 

Bacon.  therefore,  to  stand  as  a  security  only  for  the  money 
actually  advanced.  I  cannot  decide  this  on  an  inter- 
locutory application ;  I  must  hold  these  securities  valid 
until  they  have  been  set  aside.  It  being  admitted  that 
something  is  due,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  conceive  on  what 
principle  a  subsequent  incumbrancer  can  come  and  pre- 
vent a  prior  mortgagee  exercising  his  power  of  sale.  I 
asked  for  some  authority,  and  Matthie  v.  Edu)ards{a) 
was  referred  to,  but  that  case  was  reversed  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor  on  appeal  (i).  It  was  originally  decided  on 
the  ground  that  the  power  had  been  exercised  in  an 
oppressive  manner  and  improperly  injurious  to  other 
persons,  but  having  been  reversed,  it  is  no  longer  an  au- 
thority. 

The  other  ground  relied  on  is  this: — The  Plaintiff 
says,  that  a  contract  was  entered  into  between  certain 
persons,  by  which  it  was  agreed,  that  Davis  should  not 
dispute  the  validity  or  extent  of  the  incumbrancer's 
claim,  and  by  which  the  Defendant  contracted  not  to 
exercise  the  power  of  sale  until  December^  1862.  The 
Defendant  contends,  that  as  the  Plaintiff  claims  under 
DaviSf  this  contract  is  binding  on  him,  and  that  he  can- 
not dispute  the  amount  due  to  him. 

I  express  no  opinion  whether  such  equity  can  be 
maintained.  I  am  of  opinion,  however,  that  the  Plain- 
tiff cannot  say,  '^  I  am  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this 
contract,  so  far  as  it  prejudices  the  Defendant,  and  re- 
pudiate it  to  the  extent  it  benefits  him." 

If 
(a)  2  CoUyer,  465.  (6)  11  Jurui,  504,  761. 
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If  the  Plaintiff  had  sought  the  specific  performance 
of  the  agreement  and  had  admitted  the  Defendant's 
right,  the  case  might  be  different;  but  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  Plaintiff  cannot  say,  that  the  Defendant  shall 
i>e  bound  by  the  deed  of  February y  1844,  and  at  the 
sa,tne  time  impeach  it.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that 
the  motion  to  restrain  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  sale 
<^&iiDot  be  maintained. 


II 


STOCKER  w.  DEAN.  My  24,  26. 

EBORAH  SETCHFIELD  was  the  owner  of  a  A  rightof  pre- 

shop  and  premises  at  St.  Ivesy  and  of  an  adjoin-  \i^^  ^^  ^^ 

s  cottage  and  premises  called  the  Globe,  both  of  which  life  of  the 

1.^.1  r      1  owner  of  the 

*^^re  vested  in  Fisher  as  a  trustee  for  her.  property. 

Semble,  that 
a  right  of  pre- 
By  an  agreement,  dated  the  3rd  ofJune,  1834,  Fisher,  emption,  '*  at 

^ith  the  consent  o(  Deborah  Setchjield,  agreed  to  sell  ffte^"^n„*^ 
tl^  «  shop  and  premises  to  the  Plaintiff  Stocher  for  1,100/.  he  enforced 
A.i3d  it  was  further  agreed,  that  in  case  Deborah  Setch-  ofthe  owner  of 
fi^ld  "  should  wish  to  sell  the  adjoining  messuage"  (the  ^^^  property. 
^^iohe),  she  would  request  Fisher  (who  thereby  promised 
to  accede  to  such  request)  to  surrender  or  convey  the 
^cljoining  messuage,  with  the  appurtenances,  to  and  at 
tlic  whole  expense  of  the  Plaintiff  Stocher,  and  his  heirs 
^'^  appointees,  for  the  sum  of  200/.,  he  paying  for  all 
and  every  the  grates,  stoves,  shelves  and  other  fixtures 
^which  might,  at  the  time  of  such  surrender  or  convey- 
ance, be  on  the  same  messuage  or  tenement.     And  it 
^a8  agreed,  that  until  the  adjoining  messuage  should  be 
*old  and  conveyed  to  the  Plaintiff,  he  should  have  a 
limited  right  of  way  through  the  yard  of  the  Globe. 
And  for  the  true  performance  of  the  agreement,  each  of 
^e  parties  bound  himself  unto  the  other  in  the  sum  of 
VOL.  XVI.  M  200/., 
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1862.       200Z.,  which  was  thereby  declared  to  be  in  the  nature 
of  liquidated  damages. 

By  a  conteraporaneous  agreement  of  the  same  date, 
and  made  between  Fisher  and  Deborah  Setchjied  of  the 
one  part,  and  the  Plaintiff  of  the  other  part,  it  was 
agreed,  that  if  the  Globe  should  not  be  surrendered  to 
the  Plaintiff  before  Michaelmas,  1834,  the  same  should 
be  surrendered  and  conveyed  to  Deborah  Setchjield, 
and  that  she  should  enter  into  a  covenant,  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  Plaintiff  and  Deborah  Setchjield,  for  her- 
self, her  heirs  and  assigns,  at  all  times  thereafter,  to 
give  to  the  Plaintiff ,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  right  of 
preemption  of  the  Globe,  with  the  appurtenances,  at 
the  price  of  200/.,  he  paying  for  the  stoves,  grates, 
shelves  and  other  fixtures  which,  at  the  time  of  the 
purchase,  should  be  in  the  said  cottage. 

The  purchase  of  the  shop,  &c.  (being  the  first-men* 
tioned  property)  was  completed,  and  in  October,  1834, 
the  Globe  was  conveyed  to  Deborah  Setchfield.  She 
died  on  the  28th  of  July,  1850,  having  made  her  will, 
whereby  she  directed  her  trustee  to  sell  the  Globe,  and 
she  declared  that  the  trustee's  receipts  should  be  good 
discharges. 

The  property  was  accordingly  put  up  for  sale  by 
auction  in  July,  1851,  when  the  Plaintiff,  as  he  alleged, 
in  ignorance  of  his  rights,  bid  the  sum  of  360/.,  but  it 
was  ultimately  bought  in  for  450/. 

The  Plaintiff  filed  this  claim  against  the  trustee,  on 
the  5th  o(  April,  1852,  insisting,  that  as  Deborah  Setch- 
field  was,  at  her  death,  desirous  of  selling  the  Globe, 
the  Plaintiff's  right  of  pre-emption  had  arisen,  and 
praying  a  specific  performance. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Willcock  and  Mr.  G.  T.  White,  in  support  of 
the  claim.  The  Plaintiff  has  purchased  for  valuable 
consideration  the  right  of  pre-emption  of  this  property, 
AXiid  immediately  Deborah  Setchjield  expressed  her  wish 
to  sell,  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  a  specific  performance 
Mnose.  There  has  been  no  delay  since  the  death  of 
J^mharah  Setchfield,  and  the  bidding  at  the  sale  was 
nc&cide  by  the  Plaintiff  in  ignorance  of  his  rights. 

3Ir.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Nalder,  contra^  argued,  first,  that 
a.   power  to  purchase  at  all  times  hereafter,  not  preceded 
\>y  an  estate  tail,  by  means  of  which  it  might  be  de- 
st;royed,  was  void  as  trenching  on  the  rules  against  per- 
petuities :  2  SugdevLS  Powers  (a),   Ware  v.  Polhill  (i). 
Phat  it  was  like  a  shifting  use  on  a  conveyance  of  an 
estate  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  whereby  if  B.  should,  at  any 
dnoe  thereafter,  wish  to  purchase  it,  the  estate  should 
SO  over  to  B.  and  his  heirs.     Secondly,  that  to  make  it 
veil  id,  the  power  must  necessarily  be  limited  to  the  life 
of  the  vendor,  and  that,  therefore,  the  Plaintiff's  right 
ceased  on  her  death.    Thirdly,  that  this  was  an  impro- 
vident and  unreasonable  contract,   which  this  Court 
would  not  enforce,  for  it  gave  an  option  to  the  Plaintiff, 
*t  all  times  thereafter,  to  purchase  the  property  without 
Inference  to  its  then  value  or  to  the  improvements  made 
on  it,  at  a  fixed  price  of  200Z.  (c).     Fourthly,  that  the 
second  agreement  was  distinct  from  the  first,  and  wanted 
^  sufficient  consideration  ;  and,  lastly,  that  the  Plaintiff 
^ad,  by  delay  and  bidding  at  the  sale,  waived  his  right 
^  insist  on  the  specific  performance  of  the  contract. 

Mr.  Willcock,  in  reply,  cited  Southcomh  v.  The  Bishop 

<^f  Exeter  (d). 

The 

(a)  Page  472  (7th  ed.)  (c)  See  Lawrenson  v.  Butler, 

W  H  Vts.  257.  1  Sch.  Sf  Lef.  18. 

{d)  6  Hare.  213. 

m2 
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The  M A8TBR  of  the  Rolls. 

If  the  case  stood  on  the  first  agreement,  I  should  be 
of  opinion  that  the  contract  was  confined  to  the  life  of 
Deborah  Setchjield.  The  words  are,  "  in  case  Deborah 
Setchfield  should  wish  to  sell."  This  is  confirmed  by 
the  subsequent  passage,  by  which  it  was  agreed,  that 
she  would  request  Fisher  to  convey,  and  he  promised 
to  accede  to  such  request.  It  is  manifest  they  antici- 
pated that  something  was  to  be  done  by  Deborah  Setch- 
field, personally,  when  this  contract  was  to  be  carried  into 
effect,  and  this  limits  the  right  to  the  case  of  her  wishing 
to  sell  in  her  lifetime.  This  is  the  natural  import  of  the 
words,  and  it  would  be  a  strained  construction  of  the 
contract  to  say  that  it  applied  to  such  a  state  of  things 
as  the  present.  Suppose  she  had,  by  her  will,  given  a 
succession  of  life  estates  in  this  property,  and  had  di- 
rected, that  afler  the  death  of  the  last  tenant  for  life  the 
property  should  be  sold  and  the  produce  divided  amongst 
the  children  of  the  tenants  for  life.  This  might  not 
happen  for  seventy  or  eighty  years  after  her  death,  and 
it  would  not  be  reasonable  to  keep  the  right  suspended 
during  that  period.  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  the  natural 
import  of  the  words  to  give,  as  against  her  representa- 
tives, the  right  of  pre-emption.  On  the  construction  of 
the  first  part  of  the  contract,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this 
was  a  right  of  pre-emption  to  be  exercised  during  the 
life  of  Deborah  Setchfield  only. 

The  other  agreement  is  this.  It  is  at  all  times  there- 
after to  give  the  Plaintiff,  his  trustees  and  assigns,  the 
right  of  pre-emption.  It  has,  I  think,  been  properly 
argued,  that  this  is  either  an  addition  to  the  first  con- 
tract or  a  distinct  agreement  independent  of  and  super* 
seding  it.     I  think  I  cannot  treat  it  as  superseding  the 

former 
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former  contract.  If  I  could  treat  it  as  a  distinct  and 
separate  contract^  I  should  require  much  more  argu- 
ment to  convince  me  that  a  contract  which  gives  a 
right  of  pre-emption,  "  at  all  times  hereafter,"  is  one 
Mrbich  could  be  enforced  after  the  death  of  the  owner  of 
the  property. 

I  think  this  was  an  addition  to  the  former  contract,  by 
^^hicb  it  was  agreed,  that  it  should  be  sold  under  cer- 
tain conditions  to  be  secured  by  an  express  covenant  to 
be  drawn,  if  the  parties  required  it,  at  the  joint  expense 
of  the  Plaintiff  and  Deborah  Selchfield ;  but  I  think  it 
^oes  not  extend  or  enlarge  the  meaning  of  the  first 
oontract  It  would  be  absurd  to  suppose,  that  any 
person  should  be  desirous  of  selling  property  at  a  dis- 
tant period  for  the  same  price. 

On  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  contract  was 

to  be  enforced  in  the  life  of  Deborah  Setchjield,  in  case 

she  should,  during  that  period,  wish  to  sell  the  property. 

TlkG    Plaintiff  fails,  and  I  must  dismiss  his  claim  with 

costs. 
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July  26. 

Beauest  to  A. 
for  life,  with 
remainder  to 
such  of  his 
children  as 
should  live  to 
attain  twenty- 
five,  equally, 
with  an  im- 
perative direc- 
tion, that  the 
interest  there- 
of, while  any 
person  pre- 
sumptively en- 
titled should 
be  under 
twenty-five, 
should  be  ap- 
plied for  his 
maintenance, 
and  a  discre- 
tionary power 
of  advance- 
ment.    Held 
void  for  re- 
moteness. 

The  marginal 
note  of  The 
Marquis  of 
Bute  V.  Har- 
man  J  9  Beav, 
320,  is  incor- 
rect, the  be- 
quest having 
been  held  void 
for  remote- 


SOUTHERN  V.  WOLLASTON. 

npHE  testator  bequeathed  2,000Z.  consols  to  trustees, 
upon  trust  for  his  nephew  Francis  Richard 
Southern,  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  upon  the  trusts 
following : — "  Upon  trust  for  such  of  the  children  of 
Francis  Richard  Southern  as  shall  be  living  at  his  death 
and  shall  have  attained,  or  shall  afterwards  live  to 
attain,  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  if  more  than  one,  in 
equal  shares,  and  if  but  one,  then  for  such  one  only,  to 
and  for  his,  her  and  their  own  absolute  use  and  benefit; 
and  if  all  of  them  shall  depart  this  life  under  the  age  of 
twenty-five  years,  then  the  said  sum  of  2,000/.  stock 
shall  (subject  to  the  life  interest  of  my  said  nephew 
therein,  and  the  power  of  advancement  hereinafter  con- 
tained) sink  into  my  residuary  personal  estate. 

"  And  I  direct,  that  the  interest,  dividends  and  annual 
produce  thereof,  while  any  of  the  persons  presumptively 
entitled  shall  be  under  the  age  of  twenty-five  years, 
shall  (subject  to  the  power  of  advancement  hereinafter 
contained)  be  paid  and  applied  for  and  towards  the 
maintenance  and  support  of  the  person  or  persons  to 
whom  the  same  shall,  for  the  time  being,  apparently  or 
presumptively  belong." 

In  a  subsequent  part  of  his  will,  the  testator  de- 
clared and  directed,  that  it  might  be  lawful  for  his 
trustees  "  to  pay  and  apply  the  whole,  or  any  part  of 
the  several  provisions  thereby  by  him  intended  for  the 
children  of  his  nephew  Francis  Richard  Southern,  for 
the  placing  or  putting  of  him,  her  or  them,  in  or  to  any 

business. 
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bttsiQess,  profession  or  employment;  or  otherwise  for        1862. 

bis,  her  or  their  benefit  or  advancement  in  the  world.'* 

Bat  during  the  life  of  Francis  Richard  Southern^  with 

bis  consent,  and  after  his  death  his  trustees  and  execu-    Wollastom. 

tors,  were  to  make  such  payment  and  advance  in  their 

discretion. 

The  testator  died  in  1846. 

J'rancis  Richard  Southern  died  in  1846.  He  had 
three  children,  who  were  respectively  bom  in  1823,  1824 
aod  1827. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  gift  to  such  children, 
&s  should  live  to  attain  twenty-five,  was  or  was  not 
^oid  for  remoteness. 

]Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Rogers,  in  support  of  the 
▼^^lidity  of  the  gift.     Sir  William  Grant  considered  that 
^    gift ''  to  persons  of  any  description  when  they  attain 
twenty-five,  or  upon  their  attainment  of  twenty-five,  or 
from  and  after  their  attaining  twenty-five,"  was  "  pre- 
cisely the  same  thing  as  if  you  gave  to  such  of  those 
persons  as  should  attain  twenty-five,"  Leake  v.  Robin- 
fon{a).  Therefore  this  gift  may  be  construed  in  the  same 
way,  and  be  held  vested.     Here  there  is  a  gift  of  the 
whole  income  for  the  maintenance  of  the  children  while 
^nder  twenty-five,  with  a  power  to  advance  them  out  of 
the  capital ;  the  gift  of  the  whole  income,  in  the  mean- 
while, has,  in  several  cases,  been  held  to  have  the  effect 
of  Testing  legacies,  which  would  otherwise  be  contin- 
gent, Davies  v.  Fisher  (b),  Harrison  v.  Grimwood  (c), 
Marquis  of  Bute  v.  Harman  (d). 

Mr.  Lloyd,  contra.   It  appears  from  Boreham  v.  Big- 

nail 
(a)  2  Mar.  p.  386.  (c)  12  Beav.  192. 

{b)  5  Beav.  201.  (V)  9  Beav,  320. 


168 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1852. 
Southern 

V, 
WOLLAITON. 


nall{a\  that  in  the  Marquis  of  Bute  v.  Hartnan,  the 
bequest  was  held  void  (&).  There  is  an  immediate  right 
to  the  income,  but  the  payment  of  the  capital  is  post- 
poned until  twenty-five,  Milroy  v.  Milroy  (c). 


The  gift  of  the  income  for  the  maintenance  might  be 
good,  though  the  bequest  of  the  capital  is  too  remote, 
Webb  V.  Kelly  (d ),  Soames  v.  Martin  (e),  Kilvington  v. 
Gray  (/),  Saunders  v.  Vautier(g),  was  also  cited. 

Mr.  Roupell,  Mr.  Elmslie,  Mr.  Bird,  Mr.  Sheffield^ 
Mr.  Rendall,  Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Thring,  for  other 
parties,  were  stopped  by 

Hie  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who,  after  referring  to 
Vawdry  Y.  Geddes(k),  and  Boreham  v.  Bignall(i)y  as 
not  distinguishable  from  the  present  case,  said,  that 
although  the  disposition  of  the  Court  was  to  give  effect, 
if  possible,  to  the  expressed  wishes  of  a  testator,'  yet 
he  was  satisfied  that  the  decisions  were  too  strong  to 
permit  him  to  hold  that  this  gift  to  the  children  was 
otherwise  than  void  for  remoteness. 


(a)  8  Hare,  133,  n.  (d), 
(6)  The  Registrar's  book  was 
sent  for,  when  it  was  found  that 
the  gift  was  declared  void  for  re- 
moteness.— Reg.  Lib.  1845,  jB., 
fol.  1086. 

(f)  14  Sim.  48. 


{d)  9  Sim.  469. 
(e)  10  5i»i.287. 
(/■)  Ibid.  293. 
(g)  Cr.  Sf  Ph.  240. 
(A)  1  Russ.  Sf  Mi,L  203. 
(«)  8  Hare,  131. 


Note.— See  Porter  v.  Fox,  6  Sim.  485 ;  Newman  v.  Newman,  10 
Sim.  51  ;  Bull  v.  Pritchard,  5  Hare,  567,  571  ;  Hanson  v.  Graham, 
6  Ves.  239 ;  Watson  v.  Haj/es,  5  .%/.  4"  Cr.  p.  133  ;  Blagrove  v.  Han- 
cock, 16  Sim.  371. 
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WHEELER  V.  CLAYDON.  July  2S. 

T^HE  testator,  by  his  will,  made  a  number  of  devises  A  testator,  hj 
and  bequests.     And  "  charged  with  the  payment  ^  general  de-* 

of  his  iust  debts   and   his  funeral   and   testamentary  vi«e  of  hit  real 

''  estates  to  his 

expenses  and  pecuniary  legacies/'  he  devised  *^  all  and  nephews, 

every  other "  his  manors,  hereditaments  and  premises,  ^^^i,^^* 

to  his  nephews  and  nieces.  legacies.    By 

a  codicil,  he 
devised  a 
By  a  codicil,  he  devised  to  Sophia  Hills  a  house  in  freehold  house 

Green  Street,  Cambridge,  "it  being  his  wish,  that  she  being  his  wish 

reside  therein  if  she  should  think  fit."  that  she  should 

reside  therem 
if  she  should 

The  question  was  whether  the  Green  Street  house  \i^\^  that  the 

was  charged  with  the  debts  and  legacies.  house  was  ex- 

empt from  the 
charge  of 
Mr.  Eddis,  for  the  Plaintiff*.  debte  and 


legacies. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer^  for  the  Defendant. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


I  have  no  doubt  that  the  house  is  exempted  from  the 
charge  of  debts  and  legacies. 
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Juty  28.  YEATS  t;.  YEATS. 

Bequest  in  JAMES  YEA  TS,  the  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  the 

Ijl^l^eLh  17^*^  day  of  Mii^  1829,  bequeathed  as  follows: 

ofthe  leveii  "  I  give  and  bequeath,  after  my  decease,  to  each  of  the 

living  of  seven  children  now  living  of  my  nephew  James  Sebastian 

'^:^'^-^^^^^  Yeats,  of  Streatham.  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  and  who 

nine  children  .  .  •'  ^' 

then  living.      survive  me,  an  annuity  of  40Z. '    And  he  subjected  cer- 

Sey  an  tw)k.    ^^^  lands  to  the  payment  of  those  annuities. 

It  appeared  that  in  1798  the  testator  retired  to  Devon- 
shircj  and  had  no  intercourse  or  communication  with  his 
family,  who  lived  at  a  distance  of  212  miles,  but  being 
in  bad  health,  and  about  to  go  abroad,  he,  in  1828,  had 
caused  some  inquiry  to  be  made  by  a  Mr.  Waller  re- 
specting his  nephew's  family.     Mr.  Waller,  in  May^ 

1 828,  wrote  to  the  testator  to  say,  that  it  consisted  of 
^U70  sons  and  y{ve  daughters,  and  this  information  was 
then  accurate,  but  in  September^  1828,  the  nephew  had 
two  more  sons,  George  and  William^  born. 

The  testator's  will  was  made  on  the  17th  of  Aprils 

1829,  so  that,  at  that  time,  the  nephew  had  nine  and 
not  seven  children.  All  the  children  survived  the  tes- 
tator. 


By  the  decree,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  in- 
quire, what  children  of  James  Sebastian  Yeats  were 
living  at  the  date  of  the  will.  And  in  case  the  Master 
should  find,  that  at  the  time  of  making  the  will,  James 
Sebastian  Yeats  had  more  than  seven  children  living, 
then  he  was  to  inquire  which  of  the  children  of  James 

Sebastian 


/ 
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Sebastian  YeaU  were,  by  the  said  testator^  intended  to 
take  the  annuity  of  40/.  each. 

The  Master,  after  finding  the  above  circumstances^ 
stated  his  opinion,  that  the  seven  elder  children  were, 
^y    t:Iie  testator,  intended  to  take  the  annuity  of  40/., 
^J3cl    lie  thus  excluded  Oearge  and  William. 

-^^Ki  exception  was  taken  to  his  report,  insisting  that 
^^^^»^a  two  children  were  included. 


'r.  JR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Hetherinffian,  in  support  of 
'^  ^^     exception,  relied  on  Daniell  v.  DanieU{a). 

T.  Raupellf  Mr.  Karslake^  Mr.  Llot/dj  and  Mr.  Cole, 
JDawaet  v.  Sweet  {]b\  Careless  v.  Careless  {c),    1 
on  Legacies {d). 


e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

his  exception  must  be  allowed,  on  the  authority  of 
niell  V.  Daniell. 


-■-^he  admissibility  of  extrinsic  evidence  was  decided  at 
^  hearing,  and  the  question  now  is,  whether  the  Master 
^*.^fc  come  to  a  right  conclusion,  when  he  finds  that  the 
^^*  ^^tor  intended  the  seven  elder  children  only. 

"^-■.'he  principle  on  which  this  Court  acts  is  well  settled 

^^^     5iathority.    Where  a  testator  gives  a  legacy  between 

^"    ^^  lass  of  persons,  or  separate  and  distinct  legacies  to 

^"^^^h  of  a  class,  if  the  Court  finds  there  are  more  of  the 

^^^^^»8  than  those  specified  by  the  testator,  it  endeavours 

to 

C«)  3  Df  G.  *  Sot.  337.  (c)  1  Mer.  384. 

O)  1  Ambler,  175.  (d)  4th  ed.  160. 
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to  find  which  of  them  were  really  meant ;  and  if  it  is 
unable  to  discover  them,  then,  in  order  that  the  legacy 
may  not  fail  altogether,  it  infers  or  presumes  that  the 
testator  intended  to  include  all  the  class,  notwithstand- 
ing the  numerical  error. 

I  concur  that  this  is  not  a  very  satisfactory  presump- 
tion, and  that  the  Court  ought  not,  unless  driven  to  that 
result,  to  adopt  it  I  am  disposed  to  think  that  but  for 
the  case  of  Daniell  v.  Daniell  I  should  have  agreed  with 
the  Master.  The  Court  will  not  allow  the  legacy  to 
fail,  if,  on  the  evidence,  it  can  be  avoided,  and  I  think 
Daniell  v.  Daniell  in  point.  That  appears  to  have 
been  a  stronger  case  than  the  present,  for  in  this  case 
the  testator  intended  to  include  all  the  children  of  the 
nephew,  but  being  informed  that  there  were  seven,  and 
he  gives  to  each  of  the  seven  children  then  alive.  That 
was  a  misapprehension  of  the  facts,  for  there  were  then 
nine.  In  all  these  cases  where  a  presumption  is  raised, 
the  testator  has  either  been  misinformed  as  to  the  state 
of  the  family,  or  has  prepared^  his  will  from  some  mis- 
taken recollection.  I  think  the  nine  entitled,  and  I  must 
therefore  allow  the  exception. 


Note.— See  Garvey  v.  Hibbert,  19  Tc*.  125;  Scott  v.  Fenoulhett, 
1  CoXy  79;  Stebbing  v.  Walkey,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  86 ;  Harrison  v.  Harri- 
son, 1  Russ,  4*  M.  72  ;  Hare  v.  Cartridge,  13  Sim.  165  ;  Letv,  Fain, 
4  Hare,  201 ;  Morrison  v.  Martin,  5  Hare,  507 ;  Berkeley  v.  Palling^ 
1  Russ.  496. 
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PLENTY  r.  WEST.  -^""^  ^• 

13E  questions  in  this  case  arose  on  the  construction  a  testator  left 

to  be  put  on  certain  testamentary  papers  consti-  f*"^  testamen- 
^        •  *  J  t    I  tary  instni- 

^ut.i«:^g  the  last  will  of  the  testator  named  William  Budd.^  ments,  duly 

executed. 

-^^^  the  first  of  them,  bearing  date  the  6th  of  October,  degiastical 

^^^"^,  and  duly  attested  to  pass  real  estate,  the  testator  ^id^^h^f^e 

S^"^^^  all  his  property,  real  and  personal,  to  Henry  Budd  second  and 

a^d      WiUiam  and  Frederick  Vincent  and   their   heirs,  ^^^eJeSaa 

tutors,  &c.,  in   trust  to  divide  the   same  between  totheper- 

^'^^^line  Simmons  (now  Mrs.  Plenty)  and   the  three  this  Court,  on 

^y  «  of  William  West.  the  certificate 

of  the  Com- 
,  ,   ^  mon  Pleas, 

-KTlie  second  testamentary  instrument  bore   date  the  decided,  that 

^^l3  of  ApHl,  1838,  and  was  duly  attested  for  passing  ^t^e^hriMt 

^  I    estate,  and  commencing  in  these  words — "  This  is  instrument 

*^^    last  will  of  me  William  Budd,''  of  &c.    "  I  give  and  gtitutedThe 

^^^^^neath  all  my  estate  and  effects  as  hereinafter  men-  la**  will. 
'^  •'  .  j^       A  testa- 

tioned.  '  mentary  paper 

relating  to  real 

^jt  alone,  commencing  "  This  is  the  last  will  and  testament  of  me  relating  to  all 

veal  estate  whatsoever,"  held  totally  to  revoke  a  prior  will. 

*"*«nonalty,  beins  the  primary  fund  for  the  payment  of  debts,  must  be  so  applied, 

^^^^*^^^«B  there  be  an  mtention  expressed,  not  only  to  charge  the  real  estate,  but  also  to 

^^-^-^^^lerate  the  personal  estate.  , 

-^^  testator,  by  a  testamentary  paper  not  admitted  to  probate,  but  held  effectual  as 

^**fe«*Jded  his  real  estate,  directed  his  trustees,  to  whom  he  had  devised  his  real  estate, 

^"^    *iie  first  place,  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  said  estate,  to  pay  all  his  just 

K^^  fimeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  all  costs,  &c.     Held,  that  this  not  only 

^b^ur;ged  the  real,  but  exonerated  the  personal  estate. 


1837.  1st  Testamentary  Instru- 

ment. 

1 838.  2nd  Ditto. 
1838.  8rd  Ditto. 


1839.  4th  Testamentary  Instru- 

ment 

1840.  Death. 
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1852.  tioned."  The  testator  then  proceeded  to  give  his  house- 
hold goods  at  Newbury  to  Caroline  Simmons,  He  gave 
all  his  real  estate^  as  well  freehold,  copyhold  or  lease- 
hold, to  Caroline  Simmons  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
William  West  for  life,  and  after  the  decease  of  both,  to 
William  and  George,  the  sons  of  William  West,  for  life 
and  the  life  of  the  survivor,  and  then  he  devised  a  copy- 
hold estate  at  Burghclere  to  Henry  Budd,  subject  to  a 
legacy  of  £500. 

By  the  third  testamentary  instrument,  on  the  same 
sheet  of  paper  and  bearing  date  the  same  day,  the  tes- 
tator appointed  Caroline  Simmons  and  William  West, 
the  father,  executrix  and  executor  of  his  will. 

The  fourth  and  last  testamentary  instrument  was  not 
dated,  but  was  executed  by  the  testator  on  the  13th  of 
the  month  o{  November,  1839.  It  was  duly  attested  to 
pass  real  estate.  It  proceeded  as  follows : — "  This  is 
the  last  will  and  testament  of  me  the  undersigned 
William  Bvdd  of,"  &c., "  relating  to  all  my  freehold  and 
copyhold  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments  and  all  my 
real  estate  whatsoever,"  &c.,  which  I  hereby  give  and 
devise  and  bequeath  to  William  West  and  William  and 
Frederick  Vincent  and  their  heirs,  in  trust  to  receive  the 
rents  and  divide  them  into  three  equal  parts,  one-third 
whereof  he  gave  to  Caroline  Simmons  for  life  for  her 
separate  use,  subject  to  an  annuity  of  50/.  to  Frances 
Simmons,  her  mother,  for  her  life.  And  he  directed  the 
other  two-thirds  of  the  rents  to  be  paid  to  all  the  children 
of  William  West,  or  permit  William  West  to  receive  such 
rents  for  the  use,  maintenance  and  education  and  putting 
forth  in  the  world  of  all  his  children  until  their  arrival 
at  twenty-one  years.  The  testator  then  proceeded  : — 
"And  I  hereby  will  and  direct  that  my  said  trustees 
shall,  in  the  first  place,  either  out  of  the  rents  and  profits 

of 
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of  my  said  estates,  pay  all  my  just  debts  and  funeral 
expeDMSy  and  all  the  ccNsts,  charges  and  expenses  which 
thej  may  incur  or  be  necessarily  put  unto  in  the  execu- 
tioo  of  the  trusts  of  this  my  will/'  And  he  appointed 
bn  trostees  executors  of  his  will,  so  far  as  the  same  was 
necessary  to  the  performance  of  the  trusts  relating  to  his 
real  estate. 

The  testator  died  on  the  26th  August,  1840.  Probate 
was  granted  of  the  second  and  third  testamentary  in- 
struments, bearing  date  the  13th  April,  1838,  by  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court,  but  the  Court  refused  to  admit  to 
probate  the  first  (a)  and  the  last  of  such  documents. 
'The  last  (the  Master  of  the  Rolls  said)  was  probably 
refosed  admission  to  probate  on  the  ground  that  as  it 
related    exclusively  to  real  estate,  the    Ecclesiastical 
(>oartfaad  no  jurisdiction  in  that  matter.     To  determine 
the  question  arising  on  these  instruments  and  to  admi- 
nister the  estate  of  the  testator,  a  bill  was  filed  by 
Caroline  Simmons,  who  had  married  Mr.  Plenty,  against 
tie  Wests  and  all  other  persons  interested  in  the  deter- 
nioation  of  these  questions.    This  cause  came  on  to  be 
beard  in  April,  1846,  when  a  decree  was  pronounced, 
sending  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  on  the  construction  of  the  testamentary  instru- 
meots.     The  case  was  stated,  omitting  the  devise  to 
trustees  in  the  beginning  of  the  first  and  in  the  be- 
gioningof  the  fourth  instrument,  and  the  questions  pro- 
posed to  the   Court  were,  first,  which  of  the  above 
instruments  constituted  the  testator's  will  as  to  his  free- 
holds? and,  secondly,  what  estates  and  interests  the 
several  persons  took  in  the  freeholds  and  copyholds? 
Unfortunately  the  devise  at  the  end  of  the  last  testa- 
mentary instrument,  stating  that  the  trustees  were  to  be 
executors  of  the  will  so  far  as  the  same  was  necessary 

for 
(a)  This  was  so  stated  by  counsel,  but  see  1  Robertion,  264. 
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for  the  due  performance  of  the  trusts  relating  to  the  real 
estate,  was  allowed  to  remain,  substituting  the  name  of 
William  West  for  that  of  the  trustees.  The  consequence 
was  that  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  thought  that  this 
devise,  so  expressed,  constituted  William  West  the 
trustee,  and  gave  him  the  legal  estate  (a).  This  frus- 
trated, in  a  great  measure,  the  object  the  Court  had  in 
putting  these  questions  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 
On  the  14th  of  June^  1848,  the  Judges  of  that  Court 
returned  their  certificate  to  the  following  effect : — 


On  the  firat  question  they  were  of  opinion,  that  the 
instrument  of  November,  1839,  was  the  only  one  which 
had  any  validity,  as  far  as  the  legal  rights  of  the  claim- 
ants were  concerned. 


On  the  second  question  they  were  of  opinion,  first, 
that  Mr.  Plenty  and  his  wife  took  no  legal  estate  or 
interest  in  the  real  property  devised;  secondly,  that 
William  West,  the  father,  took  at  law,  as  trustee,  an 
estate  in  fee  in  one  undivided  third  part  of  the  real 
estate,  and  that  he  took  an  interest  in  the  remaining 
two  third  parts  of  the  real  estate  during  the  minority  of 
his  children,  determinable  as  to  the  respective  shares  of 
his  children,  in  the  said  two-thirds,  on  their  respectively 
attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  Thirdly,  fourthly 
and  fifthly,  that  William  West,  the  son,  George  West, 
Frederick  West  and  Ann  West,  took  in  remainder  in  fee, 
as  joint  tenants,  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the 
estate  of  their  father,  in  their  respective  shares  of  the 
aforesaid  undivided  two  third  parts  of  the  real  estate. 
Sixthly  and  seventhly,  that  Henry  Budd,  William  Sim- 
mons and  Frances  his  wife,  took  no  legal  estate  or 
interest  in  the  real  property  devised. 

The 

(a)  See  6  C.  JB.  Rep,  201. 
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TTic  cause  now  came  on  for  consideration  as  to  the  1852. 

effect  of  this  certificate,  and  to  decide  on  the  interests  "-^^-^^^ 

of  the  several  parties  under  the  several  testamentary  ^^^^^ 

iQstruments.  Wht. 

The  questions  were,   first,  whether  the  last  testa- 
mentary instrument  of  1839  revoked  the  first  of  1837, 
8o   far  as  the  interest  of  the  Plaintiff*  Mrs.  Plenty  was 
concerned;   in  other  words,  whether  the  reversion  in 
*^^t  one-third  of  the  real  estates  which  was  by  the  last 
^illof  1839  given  to  Caroline  Simmons  for  life,  belonged 
^    her  under  the  first  will,  or  belonged,  subject  to  her 
**fe  estate,  to  the  heir  of  the  testator,  as  undisposed  of, 
^«id  if  so,  whether  it  was  also  subject  to  the  life  interest 
^o  William  and  George  West,  the  sons  of  William  West 
^he  elder,  under  the  second  testamentary  instrument. 

Secondly. — Whether,  by  the  words  of  the  last  testa- 
^saentary  instrument  of  1839,  as  between  the  devisee  and 
specific  legatees,  the  real  estate  was  to  be  made  to  con- 
^ritute,  in  the  first  place,  for  the  deficiency  of  the  per- 
gonal estate  not  specifically  bequeathed. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Busk,  for  the  Plaintiff*  Mrs. 
f^Unty. 

Mr.  Glaue,  for  the  testator's  heir-at-law. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  Mr.  Drewry,  Mr.  Speed,  Mr.  Wickens 
^  Mr.  Erskine,  for  other  parties. 

WiUet  V.  Sandford{a) ;  Hitchins  v.  Basset  (J) ;  Har- 

^Poodv.  Goodright  (c) ;  Jackson  y,  Jackson  (d);  Walsh 

V.  Gladstone  {e);  Lord  Walpole  v.  The  Earl  of  ChoU 

mondeley  (/). 

Thomas 

(a)  1  Fet.  ten.  186.  (d)  2  Cox,  35. 

(6)  2  SaUc.  592.  («)  13  Sim.  261. 

(c)  1  Cawp.  87.  (/)  7  Term  Rep.  138. 

VOIi.  XVI.  N 


Plbnty 

V. 

West. 
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Thomas  d.  Jones  v.  Evans  (a);  Doe  d.  Murch  v.  Mar- 
chantijb);  8  Finery,  Abr, (tit.  Devise,  R.  3) (c);  1  Jarman 
on  Wills  (d),  were  cited. 

7%^  Master  q/'Mc  Rolls  reserved  his  judgment. 


Nov,  3.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls.   I  reserved  my  judgment 

on  two  questions. 

Upon  the  first  question,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  will 
which  bears  date  the  5th  of  October,  1837,  was  revoked 
wholly  and  entirely  by  the  will  which  was  executed  on 
the  13th  November,  1839.  In  the  first  place,  this  instru- 
ment is  intituled  ''  the  last  will  and  testament  of  me  re- 
lating to  all  my  real  estate  whatsoever."  This,  by  several 
decided  cases,  has  been  treated  as  a  strong  circumstance 
to  be  regarded  in  the  question  whether  an  instrument 
will  operate  as  a  revocation  of  all  previous  wills  and 
testamentary  instruments.  I  am  confirmed  in  this  view 
of  the  case  by  the  circumstance,  that,  although  the  tes- 
tator declares  this  to  be  his  last  will  and  testament,  he 
limits  and  confines  its  effect,  in  this  respect,  to  his  real 
estate,  by  which  he  avoids  revoking  the  testamentary 
instruments  of  April,  1838,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  per- 
sonal estate.  It  is  to  be  observed  also,  that  the  contents 
of  this  will  of  1839  are  at  least,  so  far  as  the  legal  estate 
is  concerned,  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  will  of  1837, 
as  he  creates  a  new  set  of  trustees,  and  gives  them  the 
legal  estate  in  fee  simple  in  the  whole  of  his  freehold 
and  copyhold  estate;  and  although  it  be  a  just  rule  of 
construction,  that  revocation  by  inconsistency  of  dispo- 
sition 

(a)  2  Eatty  488.  (c)  Page  141,  (2nd  ed.) 

(6)  6  Man,  if  G.  813.  {d)  Pages  157,  159. 
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sition  shall  only  affect  the  prior  existing  instrumenty  to 
the  extent  that  such  inconsistent  disposition  is  operative^ 
which  rule,  if  the  instrument  of  1837  were  admitted  to 
be  a  subsisting  testamentary  instrument^  would  leave 
the  reversion  in  one-third  given  to  Caroline  Simmons 
by  the  first  instrument  undisposed  of  by  the  last  will^ 
yet  it  is  impossible  not  to  observe,  that  to  give  her  a 
life  interest,  although  it  be  for  her  separate  use,  infers 
an  intention  that  she  was  to  take  no  other  or  greater 
interest  than  a  life  estate  in  that  third.     In  truth,  the 
whole  disposition  of  the  legal  and  of  the  beneficial  in- 
terest, as  far  as  it  goes,  is  inconsistent  with  the  will 
of    1837.      No  intention  can,  in  my  opinion,  be  pre- 
sumed^ that  the  reversion  in  fee  in  one-third,  subject  to 
the  life  estate  of  Caroline  Simmons,  should  belong  to 
her,  and  that  the  first  wiir  should  be  kept  alive  and 
'^^^B.de  operative  for  this  purpose  alone.     If  I  considered 
tue  first  will  as  unrevoked  by  the  last,  I  should,  on  the 
^^>^  principle,  be  bound  to  let  in  the  will  of  1838,  and 
^    give  William  and  George   West,  the  two  sons  of 
^^lUam  West  the  elder,  estates  for  life  after  the  decease 
^^   Caroline  Simmons,   in  the  third  of  the   real  estate 
^vised  to  her  for  life.     In  my  opinion,  this  is  incon- 
**^tent  with  the  plain  construction  of  the  will  of  1 839. 


1852. 


And  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  will  of  1838  was  in- 
*«iided,  by  the  testator,  to  revoke,  and  that  it  does  re- 
voke, the  will  of  1837  wholly,  both  as  to  real  and  per- 
8(mal  estate,  and  that  the  will  of  1839  was  also  in- 
tended to  revoke,  and  that  it  does  revoke,  the  will  of 
1837  wholly,  both  as  to  real  and  personal  estate,  and 
that  the  will  of  1839  was  also  intended  to  revoke,  and 
that  it  does  revoke,  the  wills  of  1838,  so  far  as  regards 
the  real  estate  of  the  testator.     I  am  of  opinion,  there- 
fore, that  the  reversion  in  the  one- third  of  the  real 

estate 
n2 
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1852.       estate,  subject  to  the  life  interest  of  Mrs.  Plenty^  is  not 
disposed  of  by  the  wills  of  the  testator. 

The  next  question  I  have  to  consider  is,  whether,  as 
between  the  devisees  and  the  specific  legatees,  the  real 
estate  is  the  primary  fund  for  the  payment  of  debts, 
and  bound  to  exonerate  the  legatee  of  the  leaseholds 
from  any  contribution  thereto.  The  rule  in  this  case  is, 
that  the  personalty,  being  the  primary  fund  for  the 
payment  of  debts,  must  be  so  applied,  unless  there  be 
an  intention  expressed,  not  only  to  charge  the  real 
estate,  but  also  to  exonerate  the  personal  estate. 

The  question  is,  whether  such  an  intention  appears  on 
this  will ;  for  this  purpose  the  two  wills  must  be  again 
considered.  The  will  of  1838  gives  all  the  testator's 
household  goods  at  Newbury  to  Caroline  Simmons  for 
ever,  and  it  also  gives  all  his  leaseholds  to  her  for  life. 
By  the  will  of  1839  the  testator  proposes  to  dispose  of 
"  all  his  freehold  and  copyhold"  estate,  and  "  all  his  real 
estate  whatsoever;"  but  as  it  has  not  been  admitted  to 
probate,  it  has  no  effect  on  any  part  of  the  personal 
estate,  and  does  not  include  any  chattels  real,  although 
subject  to  the  Statute  of  Wills  (a).  This  will,  therefore, 
so  confined,  gives  all  the  freehold  and  copyhold  pro- 
perty of  the  testator  upon  certain  trusts ;  and  at  the  close 
directs,  that  his  trustees  "  shall,  in  the  first  place,  either 
out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  said  estates,  pay  all  his 
just  debts,  funeral  expenses,  and  all  the  costs,  charges 
and  expenses  which  they  may  incur  or  be  necessarily  put 
unto  in  the  execution  of  the  trusts  of  his  will."  Such  being 
the  testamentary  instruments,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there 
is  to  be  found  in  them  not  merely  an  intention  to  charge 

the 

(a)  1  Vict,  c.  26. 


Plenty 
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th^    real  estate,  but  an  intention  also  to  exonerate  the        1852. 

personal  estates  bequeathed  by  the  wills  of  1838.    The 

wil  I  s^  in  truth,  include  most  of  the  circumstances  which 

ha^^rc  been   principally  relied  upon,  in  the  authorities,        West. 

for-    exonerating  the  bequeathed  personal  estate.     In  the 

fir^t  place,  the  executors  and  the  trustees  of  the  real 

©st^te  are  different  persons,  which  was  considered  to  be 

o^     importance  by  Sir   William  Grant   in    Brydges  v. 

■^^^^Mllips(a),  and  by  Lord  Eldon  xnBootle  v, Blundell{b). 

'*^      ^hje  next  place,  the  trust  is  to  pay  all  the  debts  and 

'^■^^ral  expenses,  and  all  costs  and  expenses  attendant 

^^■^       the  trusts  of  his  real  estate,  and  lastly,  it  is  to  be 

P^i<3,  "in  the  first  place,"  out  of  the  rents  and  profits, 

^-•^ci  therefore  before  the  life  estates  are  to  take  effect  in 

I^o^session.     It  is  not  necessary  to  refer  to  the  authori- 

^-^^^a  which  are  very  numerous,  on  this  subject,  and  some 

^-^^    '^hich  deal  with  very  nice  distinctions,  which  do  not, 

*^^       way  opinion,  arise  in  this  case.    The  result  of  my 

^^F^^Kiion    is,  that  the   personal   estate    specifically  be- 

^^^ bathed  by  the  will  of  1838,  is  exonerated  from  any 

^^^^^^tribution  towards  the  payment  of  the  debts,  funeral 

^-'^^i  testamentary  expenses  of  the  testator,  and  of  exe- 

^^<^%.ing  the  trusts  of  his  last  will. 

Tlie  decree,  therefore,  will  be  to  confirm  the  certifi- 

^^•"t*  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  to  declare  that  the 

^^'^'^reion  in  the  one-third  of  the  freehold  and  copy- 

**^^ld  estates  of  the  testator  devised  to  Caroline  Simmons 

C^^ow  Mrs.  Plenty,  the  Plaintiff),  subject  to  the  life 

^^t^te  therein,  is  undisposed  of  and  belongs  to  the  heir 

^t   law  of  the  testator,  and  that  the  household  goods  of 

'^^  testator  at  Newbury,  and  his  leasehold  property  be- 

^^^athed  by  the  wills  of  1838,  are  exonerated  from  any 

^^^ntribution  towards  the  payment  of  the  testator's  debts 

and 
(a)  6  Ves,  567.  (6)  1  Merivale,  193. 
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1852.  and  his  funeral  expenses,  and  also  the  costs,  charges 
and  expenses  attendant  upon  the  execution  of  the 
trusts  of  the  freehold  and  copyhold  estates.     The  rest  of 

West.  the  decree  will  be  of  course,  and  the  costs  must  be 
divided,  and  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  execution  of 
the  trusts  of  the  will  of  1839,  must  be  borne  by  the 
real  estate  devised  by  that  will. 


June  7,  8,  9.  CROUCH  V.  HOOPER. 

Nov.  6. 

Observations     fTlHE  question  in  this  case  was  one  of  pedigree.     It 
reliauce\o\e  appeared  that  Charles  Crouch  died  a  lunatic  and 

placed  on  the  intestate  in    1830,  and  the   PlaintiflF,  amongst  others, 
evidence  of  .         #»  i  •  /•  i  •  % 
penons  who  claimed,  as  representative  ot  his  next  ot  km,  to  be  en- 
strive  to  work  i\i\q^  iq  hijj  residuary  personal  estate,  which  consisted 
out  and  sustain                                            -^   ^ 
a  particular  of  a  sum  of  about  180,000Z. 
pedigree. 

cases,  if  one  ^^'he  Master  having  disallowed  the  Plaintiffs  claim, 

link  l^  as-        gjjg  ^qq]^  exceptions  to  his  report,  which  now  came  on 

sumed,  any  *^  r       » 

two  persons       for  argument. 

may  be  proved 

to  be  related  * 

and,  there-    '        Mf«  Malins  and  Mr,  Rogers,  for  the  PlaintiflF,  asked 

fore,  i"  such      fQj.  ^^  jggyg  ^^  ^^y  ^\^q  question. 

cases,  the  dif-  j  -i 

iiculty  usually  Mr. 

consists  in 

properly  weighing  and  considering  the  evidence  relating  to  the  connecting  link. 

In  pedigree  cases,  it  is  a  rule  of  evidence,  that  the  declarations  of  deceased  members 
of  the  family,  poti  litem  motarn,  are  inadmissible ;  and  anterior  declarations  are  little  to 
be  regarded,  unless  corroborated  by  other  circumstances. 

Where  witnesses  are  once  impressed  with  the  belief  of  their  relationship  to  a  given 
individual,  they  are  apt  in  time,  by  talking  and  discussing  the  matter,  to  bring  them- 
selves over  to  a  conscientious  belief  of  family  conversations  and  declarations  tending  to 
support  that  relationship,  but  which  never  took  place. 

Evidence  of  conversations  with  deceased  persons  is  not  given  under  the  ordinary 
worldly  sanction,  from  the  difficulty,  in  such  a  case,  of  convicting  the  witness  of  per- 
jury. 

The  absence,  unexplained,  of  the  baptismal  certificate  of  the  party  forming  the 
material  link  of  a  pedigree,  while  those  of  the  other  sons  are  carefully  and  regularly 
entered,  forms  a  difficulty  almost  insuperable  in  substantiating  the  alleged  pedigree. 

The  evidence  of  **  experts,  "  as  to  the  age  of  a  document  and  the  character  of  the 
handwriting,  may,  in  some  cases,  be  valuable. 
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JMt,  R,  Palmer^  Mr,  Moupell,  Mr.  Boyle  and  Mr. 
f9^^itwarthf  contra,  contended,  that  the  PlaintiflF  had 
^o'fc  made  out  even  a  prima  facie  case  for  further  inquiry, 
^  evidence  being  wholly  inconsistent  and  contradictory. 

^R/lr.  Matins,  in  reply. 

^TAe  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  his  judgment. 


^The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

*A"he  question  I  have  had  to  consider  is,  whether  there       Nov.  6. 

^^m^tSy  in  this  case,  a  sufficient  primd  facie  case,  on  the 

of  the  Plaintiff,  to  induce  me  to  submit  it  to  a 

'^^^■^■■^her  investigation.     It  is  a  trite  but  just  remark,  that 

*  *^      one  link  in  a  pedigree  be  assumed,  any  two  persons 

■^*^^y  be  proved  to  be  related ;  and  it  is  the  usual  obser- 

'^''^^ion,  in  these  cases,  that  the  difficulty  consists  in  pro- 

¥^'^H*ly  weighing  and  considering  the  evidence  relating  to 

^•ocne  one  link,  which  connects  the  line  of  the  claimant 

'^^^it.li  that  of  the  intestate.     In  this  case  this  remark  is 

1>^oiiliarly  applicable,  for  the  whole  case  of  the  Plaintiff 

^^pends  on  the  proposition  that  Charles  Crouch,ihe  father 

^>f   Charles  Crouch  the  intestate,  was  the  son  of  Thomas 

C^'Tttuch,  an  inhabitant  of  the  village  of  Purbright  in  Sur^ 

^fy>  and  of  Elizabeth  his  wife.     [  His  Honor  here  stated 

^he  facts  which  were  either  not  in  dispute,  or  which  were 

cletxrly  established  by  evidence,  and  proceeded']  : — ^The 

fact  in  dispute  is  this  : — the  Plaintiff  alleges  that  Charles 

^Tduch,  the  father  of  the  intestate,  was  the  son  of  I'homas 

Crouch  of  Purbright,  and  the  brother  of  Richard  Crouch, 

the  father  of  the  Plaintiff's  husband  ;  or  in  other  words, 

that  her  husband  was  the  nephew  of  Charles  Crouch 

Ae  father,  and  one  of  the  first  cousins  of  the  intestate, 

*t  the  time  of  his  decease.     This  is  disputed  by  the 

Defendants, 
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Defendants,  and  if  this  be  established,  it  follows  that 
the  Plaintiff  (as  the  representative  of  her  husband)  and 
her  husband's  relatives  are  entitled  to  the  property  left 
undisposed  of  by  the  intestate  at  his  decease. 

The  evidence  by  which  this  disputed  fact  is  en- 
deavoured to  be  proved  is  the  following,  viz, : — the  tes- 
timony of  fourteen  witnesses,  to  which  I  am  about  to 
refer,  and  the  copy  of  a  letter  said  to  have  been  written 
by  Charles  Crouch^  the  father  of  the  intestate,  to  his 
brother  Samuel  Crouch,  the  son  of  Thomas  Crouch  of 
Purbright, 

Of  the  witnesses  who  seek  to  establish  this  identity 
twelve  are  members  of  the  family  and  materially  inte- 
rested in  the  result,  and  two  of  the  name  of  Budd  and 
Simmons,  who  are  strangers.  This  is  the  general  cha- 
racter of  the  evidence,  which  I  shall  shortly  refer  to. 
{_Iiis  Honor  here  minutely  examined  this  evidence,  which 
consisted  of  conversations  and  statements  of  the  family,'] 

There  are  several  inconsistencies  apparent  upon  the 
evidence  of  these  witnesses,  which  I  shall  notice  pre- 
sently ;  but  even  if  this  evidence  stood  by  itself,  and  was 
not  affected  by  any  inconsistencies,  I  should  still  pay  very 
little  attention  to  it,  unless  corroborated  by  other  circum- 
stances. It  is  a  rule  of  evidence,  in  pedigree  cases,  that 
declarations  post  litem  motam  are  not  receivable  in  evi- 
dence. All  this  is  evidence  of  declarations  made  before 
any  question  arose  as  to  the  succession  to  this  property, 
but  there  is  no  trace  that  they  were  remembered  or  acted 
upon  until  after  the  contest  had  arisen.  And  tliough 
no  complaint  can  justly  be  urged  against  persons  for 
not  giving  the  evidence  before  the  occasion  requires  it, 
yet  it  must  always  he  borne  in  mind,  in  judging  of  evi- 
dence 
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dence  of  this  description,  how  extremely  prone  persons        1852. 
are  to  believe  what  they  wish.     And  where  persons  are 
once  persuaded  of  the  truth  of  such  a  fact,  as  that  a 
particular  person  was  the  uncle  of  their  father,  it  is  every 
day's  experience,  that  their  imagination  is  apt  to  supply 
the  evidence  of  that  which  they  believe  to  be  true.     It 
is  matter  of  frequent  observation,  that  persons  dwelling 
for  a  long  time  on  facts,  which  they  believe  must  have 
occurred,  and  trying  to  remember  whether  they  did  so 
or  not,  come  at  last  to  persuade  themselves  that  they  do 
actually  recollect  the  occurrence  of  circumstances  which, 
at   first,  they  only  begin  by  believing  must  have  hap- 
pened.    What  was  originally  the  result  of  imagination 
becomes  in  time  the   result  of  recollection,   and   the 
judging  of   which   and  drawing  just  inferences   from 
which  is  rendered  much  more  difficult,  by  the  circum- 
stance, that,  in  many  cases,  persons  do  really,  by  atten- 
tive and  careful  recollection,  recall  the  memory  of  facts 
which  had  faded  away,  and  were  not,  when  first  ques- 
tioned, present  to  the  mind  of  the  witness.     Thus  it  is, 
that  a  clue  given  or  a  note  made  at  the  time  frequently 
v^calls  facts  which  had  passed  from  the  memory  of  the 
witness.     I  look,  therefore,  with  great  care  and  con- 
siderable jealousy  on  the  evidence  of  witnesses  of  this 
<le8cription,  even  when  I  believe  them  to  be  sincere,  and 
to  be  unable  to  derive  any  advantage  from  their  tes- 
timoDy.     Once  impress  the  witnesses   with   the  belief 
that  Charles  Crouch,  the  father  of  the  intestate,  was 
the  brother  of  their  grandfather,  and  the  further  steps 
follow  rapidly  enough.     In  the  course  of  a  few  years, 
by  constant  talk  and  discussion  of  the  matter,  and  by 
endeavouring  to  remember  past  conversations,  without 
imputing  anything   like  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury  to 
witnesses  of  this  description,  I  believe,  that  in  1847  they 
may  conscientiously  bring  themselves  to  believe,  that 

they 
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they  remembered  conversations  and  declarations  which 
they  had  wholly  forgotten  in  1830,  and  that  they  may 
in  truth  bona  fide  believe,  that  they  have  heard  and  re- 
member conversations  and  observations  which  in  truth 
never  existed,  but  are  the  mere  offspring  of  their  imagi- 
nation. It  is  also  always  necessary  to  remember,  that  in 
these  cases,  from  the  nature  of  the  evidence  given,  it  is 
not  subject  to  any  worldly  sanction,  it  being  obviously 
impossible,  that  any  witness  should  be  convicted  of  per- 
jury for  speaking  of  what  he  remembers  to  have  been 
said  in  a  conversation  with  a  deceased  person. 


j 
> 


These  observations  press  themselves  the  more  strongly 
upon  me  in  the  present  case,  because  I  observe,  that 
although  probably  all,  but  certainly  several,  of  the  wit- 
nesses, were  aware  of  the  death  of  the  intestate  in  1830, 
it  was  not  till  the  year  1847,  that  their  memory  has 
enabled  them  to  speak  to  the  facts,  which  ought  to  have 
been  more  present  to  their  minds  in  1830  than  at  the 
present  time. 


A  difficulty  almost  insuperable  in  this  case,  if  it  rested 
here,  is  the  omission  of  any  entry  of  the  baptism  of  the 
supposed  Charles  Crouch  (the  son  of  Thomas  Crouch 
of  Pwrbright)  in  any  parochial  register,  although  the 
baptisms  of  all  the  other  sons  are  carefully  and  regularly 
entered,  and  which  omission  is  unaccompanied  by  any 
explanation  or  suggestion  to  account  for  it.  The  story 
also  remembered  by  the  witnesses  is  not  only  not  the 
same,  but  is  inconsistent  with  each  other,  and  in  some 
cases  the  inconsistency  is  between  statements  of  the 
same  witnesses.  [His  Honor  here  compared  ihem.l 
There  are  various  other  observations  which  occur,  oq 
the  details  of  this  evidence,  which  I  consider  it  unne- 
cessary to  go  through  minutely.  It  is  certain  that  much 
of  this  must  be  untrue,  and  the  examination  of  the  evi- 
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dence  confirms  the  observations  I  have  already  made, 
and    shows,  to  use  the  mildest  terms,  how  easily  wit- 
nesses, with  a  strong  interest,  persuade  themselves  that 
they  remember  matters  which  never  had  any  existence 
at  all.     It  is  material  also  to  test  the  value  of  this  evi- 
dence by  a  reference  to  the  dates  and  character  of  the 
proceedings  in  this  cause.    [His  Honor  here  referred  to 
i^^nm,  and  the  variations  made  in  the  alleged  pedigree.l 
A>X  tacrh  of  the  evidence  given  to  support  the  first  suppo- 
sieion  is  inconsistent  with  and  does  not  support  the 
&1  t^v-ed  case.     I  do  not  again  refer  to  these  inconsist- 
encsics;  I  think  it  sufficient  to  state,  that  I  have  carefully 
coxr^sidered  this  evidence,  and  have  satisfied  myself,  that 
^^^     inconsistencies  are  not  the  mere  differences  which 
^^i^lit  arise  from  the  imperfect  recollection  by  different 
F^^>:*^ons  of  a  past  fact,  but  that  they  are  so  considerable 
^-x^cl  so  numerous,  that  no  reliance  can  be  placed  on  this 
^'^iclence  of  declarations  made  in  conversations  with  de- 
^^^^sed  persons;  but  that  I  am  compelled  to  attribute 
^^  ^  en  either  to  such  causes  as  I  have  above  referred  to, 
^^**    ^o  a  more  serious  and  reprehensible  one. 


1862. 


X  place,  therefore,  no  reliance  on  the  evidence  of  these 

^^cilarations,  and  I  pass  to  the  consideration  of  the  copy 

^^^     the  letter  produced,  and  which  is  said  to  have  been 

*c^%ind  for  the  first  time  in  1846.     If  this  letter  be  the 

^c>py  of  a  genuine  letter  it  establishes  the  case  of  the 

plsiintiff.      The  letter  is  in  these  words:    [His  Honor 

^^€:Md  and   critically   examined  it,  and  showed  that  it 

^^^9*tained  as  many  mis-statements  of  fact  as  it  contained 

t^o^itive  allegations."}     In  this  case,  I  am  compelled  to 

t^alance  probabilities,  and  I  regret  to  say,  that  it  appears 

^^^  me  more  probable  that  persons  having  so  great  an 

interest  in  this  matter  as  these  witnesses  have  stated 

should  endeavour  to  support  their  case,  which  they  may 

^^d  possibly  do  believe  to  be  true,  by  the  invention  of 

such 
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Crouch 

V. 

Hooper. 
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such  a  document  as  this  copy,  than  that  no  attempt 
should,  for  so  many  years,  have  been  made  to  discover 
whether  any  such  a  document  was  in  existence,  in  the 
circumstances  to  which  I  have  referred.  The  produc- 
tion itself,  unlike  that  which  is  frequently  the  case  in 
matters  of  a  similar  description,  is  a  clumsy  one ;  and, 
as  I  have  already  observed,  it  bears  on  its  face  the  stamp 
of  its  want  of  genuineness.  I  therefore  regret  to  say  I 
must  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  document  is  not 
the  copy  of  any  original  document,  and  that  it  must  be 
totally  disregarded  for  the  purposes  of  this  case. 


I  have  said  nothing  respecting  the  evidence  of  the 
Experts  who  speak  to  the  age  of  the  document  and  the 
character  of  the  hand-writing.  This  evidence  may,  in 
some  cases,  be  valuable ;  but  in  the  view  I  take  of  this 
case,  it  does  not  tend,  in  the  slightest  degree,  to  corro- 
borate the  document  itself,  which  I  believe  had  no  exist- 
ence before  the  year  1830.  I  concur,  therefore,  in  the 
view  which  the  Master  has  taken  on  this  part  of  the 
subject.  The  effect  of  disbelieving  this  paper  is,  that  it 
necessarily  casts  a  discredit  on  the  rest  of  the  testimony 
to  which  I  have  already  referred. 


I  have  not  thought  it  necessary  to  state,  in  greater 
detail  than  I  have  already  done,  the  observations  which 
have  occurred  to  me  on  the  evidence.  It  is  proper, 
however,  that  I  should  say  a  few  words  on  the  evidence 
which  relates  to  gifts  said  to  have  been  sent  by  C 
Crouch  from  the  West  Indies,  This,  in  my  opinion,  is 
not  to  be  relied  on,  and  confirms  instead  of  weakening 
the  conclusion  to  which  I  have  already  come. 


Note. — In  a  case  of  In  re  the  London  Dock  Company ^  Nor.  1852, 
the  Master  of'HoUi  repeated  this  doctrine,  observing  as  follows: — 

"  I  must  repeat  an  observation  I  have  lately  made,  that  in  cases  of 
this  description  mere  parol  declarations,  recorded  or  remembered, 

after 
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a/tertbe  contest  has  arisen,  by  persons  interested  in  the  result  of  the         1852. 
UtigatioD,  have  very  little  weight  with  me.    In  all  such  cases,  the  per-        ^^^.      ' 
soiw  ooocemed  invariably  get  talking  about  the  matter— they  confound        ^^'^^^ 
that  which  they  wish  with  what  they  have  heard,  and  in  a  very  short        Crouch 
space  of  time,  Uiey  persuade  thsemelves,  that  they  have  heard,  what,  in  ^* 

(rotii,  never  had  any  existence.     It  is  true,  that  this  species  of  evi-       Hooper. 
dence  is  inevitable,  because,  usually,  relations  only  have  the  opportu- 
nitjr  of  hearing  such  declarations,  and  they  are  necessarily  interested 
ia  the  result ;  but  this  only  shows  the  necessary  imperfection  which 
attends  the  investigation  of  cases  of  this  character,  and  renders  it  the 
more  locumbent  on  a  Judge  carefully  to  sift  and  weigh  the  evidence 
giwen." 


STANSFIELD,  on  behalf,  &c.  v.  HOBSON. 

Nov.  8. 
TN    1824,  the  six  trustees  of  "The  Union  Building  Since  the  15  & 

-*-       Society  Club"  mortgaged  some  of  its  property  to  ^e  uJ^te^  of 

the  Defendant  John  Hobson  for  1,000/.  a  mortgage  re- 

present the  ce»- 
tuU  que  truU 
lu  March,  1826,  the  same  six  and  six  additional  »afficiently  to 

protect  the 
trustees  made  a  further  charge  to  the  Defendant  for  mortgagor,  but 
\  OQQ^  where  Uie  sur- 

viving trustees 
or  the  repre- 

In  November,  1825,  by  a  deed  made  between  several  J^"  trusted 

wbscribers  executing  it  (said  to  be  fifty-five)  of  the  one  alone  are  par- 

P^rt,  and  eleven  persons  (of  whom  five  were  the  original  reqiir^  the* 

twelve  trustees),  being  the  remainder  of  the  subscribers  <'«'«^  9«« 

.  .  .         .  tnat  to  be 

and  also  trustees  for  the  time  being  of  the  society,  it  was  also  repre- 

^grced  that  such  eleven  trustees  should  sell  the  mort-  ^^^i  *" 
"  order  to  secure 

g^ed  premises,  pay  off  the  mortgage,  and  divide  the  thedueappli- 
ittidue  amongst  the  subscribers.  SiTpropSty- 

The  original  claim  was  filed  by  Stansfield  (one  of  the 
two  survivors  of  the  six  trustees  mentioned  in  the  first 
mortgage)  against  Hobson  and  Stochdale  (the  other  sur- 
^vors  of  the  six  trustees),  for  redemption.  On  the  8th 
^^  November,  1861,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  allowed  an 

objection 
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objection  for  want  of  parties,  grounded  on  Minn  v. 
Stant{a). 

The  Plaintiff  amended  his  claim,  by  making  all  the 
survivors  of  the  trustees  of  the  three  deeds  (except 
StockdaUf  who  was  a  co-plaintiff)  co-plaintiffs. 

On  the  17th  of  January,  1852,  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  again  allowed  an  objection  for  want  of  parties, 
being  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Hobson,  notwithstanding  a 
decree  in  the  present  suit,  might  be  liable  to  account 
again,  at  the  suit  of  any  person  beneficially  interested 
and  not  being  a  party  to  the  present  suit. 

The  Plaintiff  again  amended  and  added  five  other 
subscribers  as  co-plaintiffs,  and  the  Plaintiffs  now  sued 
*'  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  subscribers  to  the  So- 
ciety, except  the  Defendant  Stockdale'*  Hobson  and 
Stochdale  remained  throughout  the  only  Defendants. 

The  16  k  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  42,  Rule  9,  had  lately 
come  into  operation,  which  provides,  that  in  all  suits 
concerning  real  or  personal  estate  vested  in  trustees, 
such  trustees  shall  represent  the  cestuis  que  trust  **  in 
the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent^'  as  executors 
represent  them  in  personal  estate ;  and  that  it  shall  not 
be  necessary  to  make  the  cestuis  que  trust  parties  to  the 
suit ;  but  the  Court  may,  '^  if  it  shall  so  think  fit,  order 
such  persons  or  any  of  them  to  be  parties." 

The  cause  again  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  JR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Humphreysy  for  the  Defend- 
ants, 

(a)  12  Beott.  190  and  15  Beov. 
49,  and  see  Lowe  v.  Morsany  1 
B.  C.  C.  368 ;  Calverkyy.Phelpiy 


6  Madd,  229;  Otboum  v.  Fain 
lotos,  1  Kuss.  4  Mi/L  741. 
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ants,  again  objected,  that  all  the  subscribers  ought  to  be 
'Bade  parties. 

Mr.  Odtom,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  contended,  that  this 
had  never  been  held  necessary ;  and  at  all  events,  that 
the  act  above  referred  to  had  removed  the  objection. 


1862. 


^Ae  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  ninth  rule  of  the  statute  cures  the  objection, 

and  I  'will  state  why  I  think  it  applies  to  the  present  case. 

It  is  i  naportant  to  distinguish  between  the  trustees  in  whom 

the  estateisvested,  and  the  trustees  of  the  society.  There 

are  certain  persons  in  whom  th^  estate  is  vested  for  the 

benefit  of  the  other  persons ;  and  the  rule  says,  that  in 

all  suits  concerning  real  and  personal  estate,  the  trustees 

shall  represent  the  cesiuis  que  trust,  to  the  same  extent 

ad  executors  do  in  the  case  of  personal  estate.     Here  a 

mortgage  is  executed  in  1824,  in  which  six  persons  are 

mortgagors,  and  the  estate  was  to  be  reconveyed  by  the 

mortgagee  to  those  six  persons  who  conveyed  the  estate 

to  him,  as  soon  as  he  had  been  fully  paid  everything 

be  is  entitled  to. 


When  the  cause  came  before  me,  before  the  statute, 
1  thought  that  if  the  survivors  alone  filed  a  bill,  they 
<^ld  not  maintain  it, — for  this  reason,  because  any 
^td  que  trust  might  afterwards  file  a  bill,  and  would 
not  be  bound  by  the  accounts  taken  in  such  a  suit, 
I  therefore  thought,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
iave  them  represented.     But  the  act  now  says,  that 
they  shall  be  bound,  and  prevented  opening  the  ac- 
counts.    If  the  Court  held  this  to  be  so,  this  would  be 
all  that  could  be  required  for  the  protection  of  the  mort- 
gagee; 
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1852.       g^g66;  and  I  conceive  that  the  present  objection  is  met 

^"^■"^^^^^      by  showing  that  the  mortgagee  would  now  be  protected. 
Stansfield 

V. 

HoBsoN.  Bq^  the  Legislature  foresaw  that  the  representative 

of  a  deceased  trustee  might  file  a  bill  to  redeem ;  and 
though  the  rule  would  protect  the  mortgagee,  yet  such 
representative  might  put  the  money  produced  by  the 
suit  into  his  own  pocket.  It  therefore  provided,  that 
the  Court,  if  it  should  think  fit,  might  order  other  per- 
sons to  be  made  parties. 

If  this  case  had  come  on  upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  sur- 
viving mortgagors  alone,  I  should  have  thought  it  pro- 
per to  have  the  cesiuis  que  trust  represented,  so  as  to 
have  not  only  the  trustees  but  cestuis  que  trusty  who 
would  suflSciently  represent  the  society  present,  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  the  accounts  and  for  assuring  me  that 
the  produce  would  not  be  misapplied. 

I  think  I  have  here  a  suflScient  number  of  persons  to 
represent  the  society.  Though  there  may  be  other  per- 
sons interested,  I  think  the  mortgagee  will  be  sufliciently 
protected,  and  the  society  also. 

Over-rule  the  objection  for  want  of  parties. 
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PERKINS  V.  EDE. 

Nov.  9. 
OOME  property,  consisting  of  a  residence  and  about  A  residence, 
^   fbor  acres,  was  sold  in  the  suit  to  Mr.  Forbes.    The  ^^  Mld.**^T* 

question  was,  whether  a  good  title  could  be  made.     It  tunied  out, 

,     ,  ^    ,  .,/»,.     *^**  ^^ere  was 

appeared,  that  part  of  the  property  consisted  of  a  slip  no  title  to  a 

of  ground  between  the  house  and  public  highway,  which  ^fa^^uT^a""^ 
tbe  vendors  claimed  as  part  of  an  allotment  under  an  quarter  of  an 

iDclosure.    This  they  failed  in  establishing.  thrLouse  and 

the  high  road. 

I^r.  Roupelly  Mr.  Skebbeare  and  Mr.  Rudall,  for  the  wasnotapro- 

▼endors,  argued,  first,  that  it  was  part  of  the  inclosure;  P®"^  subject  for 
'      ®        '  '  ,  *^  compensation, 

secondly,   that    adverse   possession    bound    the    lord,  andthatagood 

Cretich  V.  Wilmot{a)',  Doe  d.  Watt  v.  Morris  (Jb);  and  ^'^'X!"^"^* 

^Wly,  that,  even  if  the  title  were  bad,  as  regarded 

the  small  slip  of  land,  it  was  a  matter  of  compensation, 

and  not  a  ground  for  rescinding  the  contract. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer f  Mr.  Lewis  and  Mr.  Forbes,  for  the 

purchaser. 

They  cited  Edwards  v.  M^Leay{c). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  it  clear,  that  the  strip  of  land,  consisting  of 
thirty-eight  poles,  is  not  included  in  the  award.  It  is 
argued,  that  twenty  years*  possession  gives  a  suflScient 
title;  but  Edwards  v.  WLeay  decided  the  contrary, 

and 

(a)  2  Taunt.  160.  (6)  2  Scoti,  276. 

(c)  Sir  Geo.  Cooper,  308. 

VOL.  xyi.  o 
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and  here  there  is  evidence  that  the  door,  which  sepa- 
rated it  from  the  road,  was  bricked  up  within  that  time. 

Under  ordinary  circumstances,  this  would  be  a  case 
for  compensation ;  but  here  is  a  house  with  a  long  strip 
of  land  between  it  and  the  road,  to  which  there  is  no 
title,  so  that  the  people,  in  passing,  can  look  in  at  the 
window.    This  is  not  a  case  for  compensation. 


V^tw.  9. 

cine  te- 
It  for  life  of 
festate,  and 
I  owner  of 
:1iarge  of 
,000/. 

?reon,  mort- 
ged  the 
,000/.  to  B. 
14,000/. 
i  afterwards 
>rtgnged  it 
d  other 
jperty  to  C. 
24,000/. 
died,  and 
i  succeeding 
lant  for  life 
lyed  a  re- 
nption 
unst  C.  on 
^'ment  of 
;h  a  sum  as 
s  due  on 
!ount  of  the 
^00/.  (thus 
itting  the 
irge  of 
,000/.  into 
D  portions). 
>ld,  that  both 
and  the 
>cutors  of 
were  ueces- 
y  parties  to 
ih  a  suit. 


LORD  KENSINGTON  v.  BOUVERIE. 

rriHE  bill  stated,  in  effect,  that  by  a  settlement  made 
in  1833,  the  Kensington  estates  were  settled  on  the 
late  Lord  Kensington  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
Plaintiff  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  in  tail,  with  ultimate  remainder  to  the  late  Lord  in 
fee.  And  a  power  was  thereby  given  to  the  late  Lord 
Kensington  to  charge  the  estates  with  20,000/.  for  his 
own  benefit. 

In  1835,  he  charged  the  estates  accordingly,  and 
created  a  term  to  secure  it.  He  afterwards  mortgaged 
this  charge  to  Lord  Braybrooke  and  others  to  secure 
14,277/.  Qs.  2d. 

On  the  27th  of  January ^  1842,  the  late  Lord  Ken- 
sington assigned  the  20,000/.  (subject  to  the  principal 
sum  of  14,277/.  65.  2d,)  and  his  reversion  in  fee,  to  the 
Defendants  Bouverie,  to  secure  24,500/. 

The  late  Lord  died  in  1852,  and  the  Plaintiff,  being 
tenant  for  life,  subject  to  the  charge  of  20,000/.,  filed 
this  bill  against  the  Bouveries  and  the  first  tenant  in 
tail,  and  thereby  splitting  the  charge  of  20,000/.  into 
two  of  14,277/.  &.  2d.  and  5,722/.  135.  lOrf.,  he  sought 

to 
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*4>   Tedeem  the  Bouveries  alone,  in  respect  of  the  alleged        1852. 
sum  of  6,722i.  13*.  lOd.    The  bill  prayed  a  declaration,      v^^-^^/ 
^l28.tthe  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  redeem  the  Bouveries,    Kenswoton 
u  pon  payment  to  them  *'  of  such  a  sum  of  money  (if  ^« 

c^MMy)  as  was  due  and  owing  to  them,  on  account  of  the 
s^ici  sum  of  5,722/.  13«.  \0d.  and  interest,  and  offering 
.'C^       pay  such  amount,  and  it  prayed  an  account  and 
•n  payment  for  a  reconveyance. 

T?o  this  bill  Messrs,  Bouverie  demurred  for  want  of 
^  mjftity. 

AAr.  Willcock  and  Mr.  Tennanty  in  support  of  the 
svzuurrer.     The  only  equity  to  which  the  Plaintiff  is 
L't.mtled  is,  to  pay  off  the  charge  of  20,000Z.  and  interest 
the  executors  of  the  late  lord  or  to  his  incum- 
LBcers.     The  portion  of  the  20,000/.  to  which  the 
ifendants  are  entitled  cannot  be  ascertained  in  the 
^^V^scnce  of  Lord  Braybraoke,  whom  the  Defendants 
•^^  «ive  a  right  to  redeem,  nor  can  any  relief  be  granted  in 
^^^o  absence  of  the  representatives  of  the  late  Lord  Ken- 
^^^^ton^  the  mortgagor.    The  Plaintiff  does  not  ask  to 
^'^fedeem    the    Defendants    altogether,    by  payment  of 
^4,600/.,  or  to  deal  with  the  reversion  in  fee,  which  is 
'Kxxortgaged  to  them,  but  only  to  pay  the  amount  due  to 
"tlie  Defendants,  after  satisfying  Lord  Braybrooke  in  re- 
spect of  the  20,000/.     Lord  Braybraoke  may  have  been 
"Wholly  or  partially  paid  off,  and  the  amount  coming  to 
the  Defendants  would  thereby  be  increased.     How  can 
L  that  fact  be  ascertained  in  the  absence  of  Lord  Bray- 

^L  Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Seltvyn,  in  support  of  the 

W  trill.   The  Defendants  are  only  entitled  to  the  difference 

^  between  14,277/.  6$.  2d.  and  20,000/.,  which  is  all  that 

was  assigned  to  them. 

'     m  o2  At 
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1862.  At  the  hearing,  proper  accounts  will  be  directed  for 

^■^^^^^      the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  is  due  to  the  Defend- 
Ken»ington   ®"^®>  ^^^   ^^^  Court  will  take  care  that  they  obtaia 
«•  everything  they  may  be  entitled  to;  but  they  have  no 

right  to  involve  prior  incumbrancers,  who  are  not  de- 
sirous of  being  paid  off,  in  the  present  litigation.  It  is 
immaterial  what  may  be  due  to  Lord  Braybrooke^  if  the 
Defendants  are  paid  everything  which  is  due  to  them 
out  of  the  settled  estates.  This  the  Plaintiff  is  willing 
to  pay.  It  has  been  long  settled,  that  a  prior  oiort- 
gagee  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  a  suit  to  redeem  a 
subsequent  one. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  Plaintiff  cannot  proceed  in  this  suit  with- 
out bringing  some  other  parties  before  the  Court.  If 
in  this  case  the  Plaintiff  were  willing  to  redeem,  by 
payment  of  24,500/.,  I  should  have  no  hesitation  in 
saying,  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  him  to  make  the 
prior  incumbrancers  parties;  but  here  the  Plaintiff  asks 
to  redeem  the  Defendants  on  payment  of  so  much  of  a 
charge  on  the  estate  as  they  may  be  properly  entitled  to. 
This  amount  must  be  ascertained,  and  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  cannot  be  ascertained  in  the  absence  of  parties 
interested  in  what  the  amount  may  be.  The  Plaintiff 
would  be  entitled  to  redeem,  on  payment  of  so  much 
of  the  20,000/.  as  remains,  after  satisfying  the 
14,277/.  6^.  2d.  to  Lord  Braybrooke  and  others.  It  is 
possible  that  the  late  Lord  Kensington^  who  was  the 
owner  of  the  charge  and  the  mortgagor,  may  have  paid 
off  a  part  of  the  charge,  and  his  legal  personal  represen- 
tatives would  be  interested  in  ascertaining  the  amount. 
I  think  that  the  Defendants  are  entitled  to  have  the 
amount  ascertained  before  they  can  be  called  on  to 
accept  any  sum  of  money,  and  I  think  it  can  only  be 

ascertained 
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^rtained  in  the  presence  of  Lord  Braybrooke  and  the 
v-esentatives  of  the  late  Lord  Kensington. 

Lord 
Kensington 
r     shall  allow  the  demurrer,  with  leave  to  amend.  ^    «• 

BOUVERIE. 


MORRELL  V.  WOOTTEN. 

N  order  was  made  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  in  1846,  Where  A,^ 

in  a  suit  of  Parker  v.  Morrell^  by  which  Morrell  \^  the  hands  of 

ordered  to  pay  Parker  a  sum  of  2,024Z.  16*.  6d.  ^-^  ^»'«f^  * 
.  "^  -^  payment  gene- 

rell  immediately  appealed  from  the  order.  rally  to  C, 

and  B.  con- 
sents, C.  may 
Jy  a  memorandum  of  agreement  of  the  23d  of  July^  enforce  pay- 
-  «  11  ■*»  nr  ^  T>     1     f    mentagamst 

:7y  and  made  between  Messrs.   Wootten  {Parkers  b,;  but  it  is 

ikers)  of  the  one  part,  and  Parker  of  the  other  part,  ^*^^J/^*' 

t  reciting  the  order  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  the  should  be 

■iding  appeal  in  Parker  v.  Morrell,  and  that  Messrs.  ~';^"'"ni«^^ 

"iootten  had  "  lately  applied  to  Parker  and  requested      Where  A., 

to  enforce  payment  of  the  2,024/.  16*.  6rf.,"  and  to  \^  the  handsof 

2,0002.,  part  thereof,  into  the  bank  to  his  account,  ^ » ^»«*cu  him 
'^  to  pay  a  sum 

and  out  of  that 

particular  fund 

>     ^^  this  amoonts  to  an  equitable  assignment,  and  the  assent  of  B.  is  unnecessary  to 
^-^r*!  it  Tmlidity.  . 

^y  an  order  in  a  suit,  A,  was  ordered  to  pay  a  sum  to  B.  After  A.  had  appealed, 
-  *s  bankers  induced  B.  to  enforce  the  order  and  pay  the  amount  to  his  account,  the 
niers  undertaking  to  repay  it,  if,  on  the  appeal,  B.  should  be  ordered  to  repay  it. 
^  10  order  was  reversed,  and  B.  directed  his  bankers  to  pay  the  amount  to  J.,  but  the 
din^ction  was  not  communicated  to  A,  The  bankers  had  also  said,  they  were  quite 
T^**fy  to  pay  the  money  to  i4.,  and  B.  had  said,  •*  there  it  is  for  you,'  viz.  at  the 
*^iikert.  B.  became  bankrupt  Held,  that  neither  the  agreement,  nor  the  order,  nor 
^T^  statements  so  made,  gave  to  B.  any  claim  upon  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  the 


DATES. 

^**^«   July2&.  Agreement   between 


18^^  P.andPT. 

^^.    Jon.  27.  Order  reversed. 


1848.    Feb.  18.    P.'s  order  to  pay  M. 
1848.    Feb.  22.    Conversation. 
1848.    Fe6.25.    Do. 
1848.  March  10.  Bankruptcy. 
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1852.       and  that  Morrell  had  paid  to  Parker  the  said  sum ;  and 
^^^'^^      reciting  that  if  the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  Parker 
^,  would  be  ordered  to  repay  that  sum  to  Morrell,  and 

WooTTEw.  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties,  that  the  2,000/. 
agreed  to  be  paid  into  the  bank  "  should,  at  all  times 
thereafter,  be  held  by  Messrs.  Wootten  ready  to  be  paid 
to  Parker,  to  enable  him,  at  any  time,  in  the  event  of 
the  judgment  upon  the  appeal  being  in  favour  of  ilfbr- 
rell,'*  and  his  being  ordered  to  repay  the  money,  "  to 
comply  with  such  order;*'  Messrs.  Wootten  thereby 
agreed  with  Parker,  that  they,  in  the  above  event, 
would,  upon  demand  in  writing  of  Parker,  pay  "  to 
Parker,  his  executors  or  administrators,'*  the  "  full  sum 
of  2,000/.  sterling.**  And  it  was  agreed,  that  Messrs. 
Wootten  should  not  be  entitled  to  set  oflF  the  2,000/. 
against  any  debt  due  from  Parker  to  them,  it  being 
the  express  intention  of  the  parties  that  Parker  should, 
in  the  above  event,  '^  be  absolutely  entitled  to  be  paid 
the  said  sum  of  2,000/.  sterling,  without  regard  to  any 
set-off  or  cross  claim." 

On  the  27th  of  January,  1848,  the  order  of  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  was  reversed,  and  Parker  was  ordered  to 
repay  the  2,024/.  I6s.  6d.  to  Morrell.  Morrell  applied 
to  Messrs.  Wootten  for  the  money,  and  some  negociation 
took  place  between  the  parties.  It  appeared,  that  on 
the  22nd  of  February,  1848,  Messrs.  Wootten  had  stated 
that  they  "  were  quite  prepared  to  pay,  not  only  the 
2,000/.  originally  deposited,  but  also  81/.  which  Parker 
had  since  brought  them,"  to  Morrell,  and  that  Parker 
had  said,  on  the  25th  of  February,  184^,  to  MorrelVs 
solicitor,  "  Well,  have  you  got  the  money"  (meaning 
the  2,000/.)  The  solicitor  said,  "  No,  we  have  not." 
He  said,  "  There  it  is  for  you,  if  you  like  to  have  it," 
(meaning  at  Messrs.  Wootten  s\ 

Discussions 
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JDiscQssioQS  then  took  place  as  to  the  indemnity  to  be 
g-iiren  to  Messrs.  Wootten  by  Morrell;  but  on  the  10th 
o£"  JHarchf  1848,  and  before  the  money  had  been  paid 
o'vei-,  Parker  became  bankrupt.  Morrell^  after  failing 
to  irecover  the  money  in  an  action  at  law,  filed  this  bill 
a^g^iDSt  Messrs.  Woollen  and  the  assignees  of  Parker ^ 
t^o    recover  the  2,08  W. 

^3y  the  answer,  it  for  the  first  time  appeared,  that 
JF^^frker^  on  the  18th  oi  February ^  1848,  had  signed  the 
following  memorandum  at  the  foot  of  the  agreement  of 
tfae  23rd  otJuly,  1847  :— The  "judgment  on  the  appeal 
r«^*erTed  to  by  the  foregoing  agreement  having  been 
g"i^eii  in  favour  of  Messrs.  Morrell^  I  authorize  and  re- 
y^«^»£  you  to  pay  over  to  them  the  sum  of  2,000/.,  men- 
t^on^  in  the  said  agreement,  and  I  declare  that  their 
'^^c^eipt  shall  be  to  you  a  sufficient  discharge."  This 
^■^^3  addressed  to  Messrs.  Wootten,  and  it  was  commu- 
*^*<^ated  to  Messrs.  Wootten,  but  not  to  Messrs.  Morrell, 
^-■^cl  the  first  time  the  latter  knew  of  its  existence  was 
^*^    tiie  answer  coming  in  in  the  present  suit. 

^^he  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Shebbeare,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
"'Messrs,  Wootten  are  trustees  of  the  fund  for  the  Plaintiff, 
^^rst,  the  fund  might  be  followed,  for  it  was  ear-marked, 
^  was  paid  under  the  exigency  of  an  order  of  Court, 
^hich  was  reversed  by  a  subsequent  order,  directing  its 
'BstitutiOD^  and  Messrs.  Wootten  having  notice,  were 
boand  by  the  proceedings.  Again,  it  was  deposited  with 
tbem  on  the  terms  of  the  agreement  of  the  23rd  of  July, 
1847,  by  which  they  engaged  to  hold  it  for  the  Plaintiff 
in  a  given  event,  which  has  happened.  Secondly,  the 
fund  has  been  equitably  assigned  and  appropriated  to 
the  Plaintiff;  for  there  was  the  order  of  Parker  of  the 

18tb 
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18th  of  February^  1848,  to  pay  it  to  the  Plaintiff,  which 
he  could  not  recall  after  a  third  party  had  acquired  an 
interest  thereunder.  This  was  followed  by  the  offer  of 
Messrs.  Wootten  of  the  25th  o(  February,  1848,  to  pay, 
and  the  subsequent  appropriation  by  Parker  of  the 
25th  of  February,  1848.  This,  according  to  the  au- 
thorities, is  a  sufficient  assignment  in  equity,  though 
not  at  law. 


Row  V.  Dawson  {a);  Smith  v.  Fverett{b);  Ex  parte 
South  {c);  Burny.  Carvalho(d);  L' Estrange  y .  L^ Es^ 
trange  {e) ;  Collyer  v.  Fallon  (/) ;  Story,  Eg.  Juris.  (g)» 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Giffard,  for  Messrs.  Wooiien, 
and  Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  H.  Stevens,  for  the  assignees. 
The  Plaintiff  was  no  party  to  the  agreement  of  the  23rd 
of  July,  1847,  and  it  was  competent  to  the  parties  thereto 
either  to  revoke  or  vary  it,  without  the  assent  of  the 
Plaintiff,  Colyearv.  The  Countess  of  Mulgrave  (h).  The 
object  of  that  agreement  was,  not  to  provide  for  the 
Plaintiff,  but  to  prevent  the  bankers  obtaining  a  right  of 
set-off  against  any  debt  due  to  them  from  Parker,  and 
to  secure  a  fund  to  enable  him  to  comply  with  any  order 
as  to  repayment,  which  the  Court  might  make  on  the 
hearing  of  the  appeal.  Even  if  it  were  a  distinct  trust 
for  the  Plaintiff,  still  it  might  be  revoked,  the  Plaintiff 
being  a  mere  creditor  and  no  party  to  the  contract; 
Wallwyn  v.  Coutts{i);  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale (k); 
Acton  V.  Woodgateif). 


Secondly. — ^There  is  no  equitable  assignment.     The 

order 


(a)  1  Fes.  fen.  331. 
(6)  4  B.  C.  C.  64. 
(c)  3  Swan,  392. 
{d)  4  Myl.  Sf  Cr,  702. 
(e)  13Beav.281. 
if)  Turn,  4-  R.  459. 


(g)  Vol.  2,  p.  276. 
(A)  2  Keen,  81. 
(i)  3  Mer,  707. 
(k)  3  Sim,  1. 
(/;  2  AfyL  if  K.  492. 
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^2-«_^^r  of  the  18th  of  February  was  never  communicated 
X^;^  -^lie  Plaintiff,  who  discovered  it  after  the  bankruptcy 
3^x=B^:3  the  institution  of  the  suit,  and  it  was  introduced 
i^r^^<:>  the  bill  by  amendment.  This  order  was  never  ac- 
o^3'f=>C^  by  Messrs.  Wootten  or  acted  on  by  them,  and 
^v^sB.^  revocable  and  has  been  legally  revoked;  Gibson  v. 
eHfl).    They  also  cited  Rodick  v.  GandelUJb). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

1.    am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  has  failed  in  all  the 

f^omvits.    The  first  question  is,  whether  this  agreement 

o€^     -^he  26th  of  Julr/f  1847,  creates  any  trust  of  which 

J^^^>TTell  can  claim  the  benefit,  and  I  am  of  opinion  it 

«ic>^«  not.     It  is  true  that  it  recites  the  proceedings  in 

CJtaancery,  and   that   Messrs.   Wootten  had   requested 

-Mr^^xrlur  to  enforce  the  payment,  and  pay  the  sum  of 

2»OC)0^  into  their  bank  to  his  account.     \^Hi8  Honor 

^^^M£ed  the  general  effect  of  this  agreement.'] 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  this  actual 
^3Qoney  was  not  required  to  be  set  apart,  as  contended 
^y  the  Plaintiff  to  be  the  true  construction  of  the  deed. 
^^  ^as  to  be  placed  to  Parker's  account,  and  in  case  he 
sliould  be  called  on  to  repay  the  sum  of  2,024/.  ]6s.  6d. 
^  the  Plaintiff,  the  Messrs.  Wootten  agreed  to  pay  to 
^^^Aer  the  sum  of  2,000Z.  sterling,  that  is,  out  of  any 
'Monies  they  thought  fit.  It  is  obvious  that  this  was  a 
^ist  for  Parker  alone,  and  none  whatever  for  MorrelL 
The  recital  as  to  the  interest  of  Morrell  is  merely  intro- 
duced for  the  purpose  of  explaining  why  Parker  might 
require  the  return  of  the  money,  and  why  a  special  pro- 
visioia  was  made.  Parker  "says  there  are  circumstances 
^bicli   may  make  it  necessary  for  me  to  restore  this 

money, 
(**>     2    Bing.  7.        (6)  12  Beav.  325  and  1  De  G.  M.  ^  G.  763. 
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money,  and  for  that  reason,  if  my  account  should  be 
overdrawn,  you  must  enter  into  an  agreement  or  condi- 
tion to  repay  it,  if  it  should  be  wanted  for  that  purpose." 

If  Messrs.  Wootteti  had  repaid  it  to  Parker,  and  he 
had  put  it  into  his  own  pocket,  no  one  could  contend 
that  Messrs.  Wootten  or  Parker  had  been  guilty  of  a 
breach  of  trust.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the 
agreement  creates  no  trust  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff, 
but  only  in  favour  of  Parker,  and  that  the  recital  was 
only  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  why  a  trust  was 
created  in  his  favour.  I  think  that  Parker  had  power 
of  disposing  of  this  sum,  and  that  if  it  had  been  paid  to 
him,  the  Defendants  would  not  have  been  liable  for  a 
breach  of  trust. 


Is  there  any  identity  of  the  fund  ?  In  all  cases 
where  money  has  been  followed,  there  has  been  an 
actual  identity,  and  it  has  been  traced  like  a  specific 
chattel.  In  Small  v.  AUwood{a\  that  occurred :  the  bank 
notes  were  traced  into  stock,  and  the  Plaintiff  came  and 
attached  that  particular  stock.  Here  there  is  nothing 
to  show  that  the  obligation  is  to  repay  any  particular 
sum  of  2,000/.  I  thought  at  first  there  might  be  some 
equity,  but,  on  examination,  I  think  there  is  not. 

Next,  is  there  any  obligation  on  the  part  of  Messrs. 
Wootten  to  pay  the  Plaintiff,  or  is  there  any  equitable 
assignment  to  him.  This  is  put  on  the  document  of 
the  18th  February  and  the  other  circumstances.  There 
are  two  classes  of  cases ;  the  first,  where  a  person  having 
money  in  the  hands  of  another,  directs  him  to  pay  it  to 
a  third  party.  In  that  case,  if  the  holder  or  depositee 
consents  so  to  do,  and  the  direction  is  communicated 

to 
(a)   Yuungty  507. 
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to  the  third  persoD,  the  thing  is  complete,  and  the  payee  1 862. 
can  enforce  the  payment  of  the  money;  but  it  is  abso- 
lotely  necessary  that  the  order  should  be  communicated 
to  the  intended  payee.  The  other  class  of  cases  is  dis- 
tinct, and  is  rather  an  assignment,  as  where  one  man 
gires  to  another  an  order  to  receive  a  sum  out  of  a 
particQiar  fund  due  to  him  in  the  hands  of  a  third  party. 
In  that  case  the  consent  of  the  depositee  to  pay  is  by  no 
means  necessary.  This  is  settled  by  the  cases  of  Row 
^'Dawitm(a)  and  Ex  parte  8outh{b),  and  other  cases. 

The  person  entitled  to  the  money  gives  the  order, 
irhich,  being  communicated  to  the  depositee,  becomes  a 
perfect  equitable  assignment  of  so  much  money  in  his 
hands  as  is  expressed  in  the  order.  Neither  of  these 
cases  apply  to  the  present.  There  was  an  order  of  the 
18th  February,  by  which  Parker  authorized  and  re- 
quested Messrs.  Wbotten  to  pay  the  sum  of  2,000Z.  to 
the  Plaintiff;  but  it  does  not  appear  that  Parker  or 
Messrs.  Wootten  communicated  it  to  the  Plaintiff;  on 
the  contrary,  it  appears,  that  at  the  time  of  filing  the 
hill,  the  Plaintiff  was  ignorant  of  the  fact,  and  dis- 
covered it  only  from  the  answer,  and  he  then  introduced 
it  by  amendment. 

It  is  argued  that  this  is  sufficient,  for  after  the  order 
was  given  Messrs.  Wootten  said,  "  that  they  were  willing 
^  pay  the  money  over."    This  does  not  appear  to  me 
to  bring  it  within  the  first  class  of  cases;  and  it  is  ma- 
nifest that  it  does  not  come  within  the  second  class. 
The  casual  conversation  in  Oxford,  whether  they  had 
money  ready  or  not,  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  any 
appropriation;  and  I  think  that  no  case  can  be  cited, 
and  DO  reasonable  ground  advanced,  on  which  it  can  be 

argued  to  be  so. 

If 

(«)  1  Fa.  ten.  331.  (h)  3  Swamt.  392. 
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If  so,  there  is  nothing  more  in  the  case  than  this:— 
an  order  given  by  a  man  to  a  banker  to  pay  over  a 
sum  to  a  third  person,  the  banker  does  not  do  it,  and 
the  order  is  countermanded.  Can  the  third  party  insist 
on  the  banker  paying  him  the  money  ? 


I  am  of  opinion  that  this  was  a  mere  naked  authority 
to  pay,  which  Parker  had  the  power  of  revoking  if  he 
thought  fit — he  did  revoke  it  on  the  3rd  of  March  ;  and 
this  fund  therefore  forms  general  assets  to  be  distributed 
amongst  Parker's  creditors.  The  bill  must  be  dismissed ; 
and  the  Plaintiff  must  pay  the  costs. 


Nw.  10. 
A  bequest  of 
an  annuity  to 
an  executor, 
for  his  trouble 
in  the  conduct 
and  manage- 
ment of  the 
testator's 
afiairs,  has  no 
priority  over 
other  legacies, 
in  case  of  a 
deficiency,  and 
it  most  abate. 


DUNCAN  V.  WATTS. 

rriHE  testator,  who  had  Jamaica  estates,  by  his  will 
bequeathed  as  follows  : — 

**  As  my  acting  executor  and  trustee  in  England  will 
have  considerable  trouble  in  the  conduct  and  manage- 
ment of  the  affairs  of  my  estate  in  this  country,  for 
which  he  would  otherwise  have  no  legal  claim  to  com- 
pensation, I  give  and  bequeath  to  such  one  of  my  exe- 
cutors of  the  trust  of  this  my  will  in  England^  so  long 
as  he  shall  act  therein,  one  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of 
100/.  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain^  to  be  paid  half- 
yearly,  the  first  payment  to  be  made  at  the  end  of  six 
months  after  my  decease." 


There  being  a  deficiency  for  the  payment  of  all  the 
legacies, — 

Mr. 


Duncan 

V. 
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Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  H.  F.  Smith  argued,  that  the        1852. 
kgaoy  to  the  executor  had  priority  and  was  not  liable 
iii  abate,  for  it  was  given  for  the  purchase  of  his  future 
serrices,  to  be  rendered  to  the  testator's  estate.  Watts. 

Kr.  MartindaUy  contra,  cited  The  Attorney  General 
t.i2oitiw(a). 

'HHe  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

Ton  need  not  argue  that  point.     I  cannot  accede  to 
the  claim  of  the  executor. 

(a)  2  P.  WfM.  25. 

NoTB.— -See  Bwrridge  v.  Bradyl,  1  P.  W,  127 ;  Blower  v.  Morret, 
27e«.  len.  420 ;  Datenhill  v.  Fletcher,  1  Amb.  244 ;  Heath  v.  Dendy, 
1  lUsg.  543;  Eland  ▼.  Eland,  1  Bfov.  246 ;  Acey  ▼.  Simpson,  5  Bfoo. 
35;  Z>mi0  ▼.  Bush,  Younge,  342 ;  Norcott  v.  Gordon,  14  5iin.  261  ; 

finwn  V.  Brotcm,  1  Keen,  275  ;  and  Piif  A  ▼.  King,  MS.  before  V.  C. 

iMdmley,  1S51. 


BARTON  r.  WHITCOMBE. 


Nov.  10. 


T^HE  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  who  were  co-partners,  A  defendant 
bad  entered  into  a  speculation  in  shares,  and  a  ponded  *to 
low  of  3,000/.  had  occurred,  the  whole  of  which  the  *^o»^  ^^^ 
Plaintiff  had  paid,  although  the  Defendant  was  liable  process,"  held 

of  May,  1845, 
The  Defendant,  who  had  previously  been  very  ir-  process  by  no- 

legnlar  in  attending  business,  called  on  the  Plaintiff  on  *><» »«  ^^ 
-  Loudon  Gar 

toe  17th  ot  December,  1851,  and  said  he  was  about  to  zette  was 

try  a  change  for  the  benefit  of  his  health.     He  sold  the  directed. 

fomiture  of  his  house,  went  away,  abandoning  his  wife, 

and  was  not  afterwards  heard  of. 

The  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill  to  wind-up  the  partnership^ 

and 
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and  being  unable  to  find  the  Defendant  to  serve  him 
with  process,  be  now  applied,  under  the  31  st  order  of 
the  8th  o{  May,  1845(0),  for  an  order  that  the  De- 
fendant might  appear  within  a  time  to  be  fixed  by  the 
Court  and  to  be  inserted  in  the  Grazette. 


In  his  affidavit  in  support,  the  Plaintiff  stated  as  fol- 
lows : — ^'  I  say,  that  under  the  circumstances  aforesaid, 
I  verily  believe  that  the  Defendant  absconded  on  the 
17th  o{  December,  1851,  with  a  view  to  escape  the  lia- 
bilities to  which  he  was  and  still  is  subject  as  herein- 
before mentioned,  and  to  avoid  service  of  any  legal  pro^ 
cess  which  might  be  issued  against  him." 


-J 


Mr.  Renshaw,  in  support  of  the  application,  referred 
to  Cope  V.  Russell  ijb),  and  submitted,  that  it  was  not 
necessary  for  the  Plaintiff  to  show  that  the  Defendant 
had  absconded  to  avoid  process  in  this  particular  suit. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  made  the  order. 

(a)  Ordinet  CancellarUt,  295. 
(6)  2  FhiUips,  404. 


Note. — A  difficulty  afterwards  arose,  as  to  the  mode  in  wbich  the 
Plaintiff  should  serve  Uie  Defendant  with  notice  of  having  filed  a  repli- 
cation, under  the  15  &  16  Vict,  c.  86,  s.  26,  and  the  23rd  Order  of 
26th  Oct.  1842  (Ord.  Can,  216),  and  28th  General  Order  of  7tb  Aug. 
1852  {Ord,  Can,  468).  The  Lord  Chancellor  and  Lords  Jostieea 
directed,  that  the  notice  of  service  should  be  inserted  in  the  Gaxeite, 
and  in  two  local  papers  (Jan.  15, 1853). 
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SANDERS  V.  RODWAY. 

Nov.  11. 
TN   1828,  the  Defendant  John  Rodway  married  Eliza-  Courts  of 

-L        beth  Sanders.  ^^'^l 

*  lidity  of  separ 

Differences  having  arisen,  they,  in  1834,  agreed  to  ^m  enforce 

separate,  whereupon  a  deed,  dated  the  19th  of  February,  t^«ra« 

1834^  was  executed,  which  was  made  between  the  De-  ration  deed,  a 

fendant  John  Rodway  of  the  one  part,  and  Benjamin  l^'J^^^^^^ 

Sanders  the  elder  (the  father  of  Mrs.  Rodway)  and  his  wife's 

Sen^€imin  Sanders  the  younger  (her  brother)  and  Mrs.  ^j^^^  during 

li€>cit£)ay  of  the  other  part,  whereby,  after  reciting  the  ^^^  lifei  might 

-         ,.«.  ,    ,  live  separate 

exiat.ing  differences  and  the  agreement  to  separate  upon  from  him,  that 

Ibe     -terms  after  mentioned,  John  Rodway  covenanted  ^®  ^®**^?  ^^^ 
.  '  ^  sue  her  m  the 

villi  Benjamin  Sanders  the  elder  and  Benjamin  Sanders  Ecclesiastical 

tbe  younger,  their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  i^g'^^p^JaJ; 

that    he  John  Rodway  would  permit  and  suffer  Eliza-  that  he  would 

b^th,   Rodway,  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  from  ],gp^  ^^^  claim' 

thenceforth,  during  her  natural  life,  to  live  separate  and  any  of  her  pro- 

^P^i^  from  him,  and  to  reside  and  be  in  such  place  and  father  cove- 

Places,  and  family  and  families,  and  with  such  relations  "he  hlund  to 

*^d   friends  and  other  persons,  and  to  follow  and  carry  maintain  her 

^^  stich  trade  or  business  as  she  from  time  to  time,  at  hUn/"upon 

^■^  ^11  and  pleasure,  notwithstanding  her  present  co-  »"  infraction 

v^w^  ,         .^     ,  ^  7         ,  .    ,    oflhecove- 

^■^^lare  and  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole  and  unroarned,  nant,  by  the 

^'^c^^ld  think  fit ;  and  that  he  John  Rodway  would  not,  at  i»^J**"J.°*% 

ari^«»       .  .  .  lestmg  his  wife, 

3^    time  or  times  thereafter,  sue  her,  the  said  Elizabeth  he  was  r&- 

^     ^^^way,  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  or  any  other  Court  'nh^nclionf 

^    \iving  separate  or  apart  from  him,  or  to  compel  her 
,        ^^ohabit  with  him,  or  sue,  molest,  disturb  or  trouble 
*^     for  such  living  separate  and  apart  from  him,  or  any 
*^  «r  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  for  receiving,  har- 
bouring 


Sanders 

V, 
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bouring  or  entertaining  her;  nor  would,  without  her 
consent,  visit  her,  or  knowingly  come  into  any  house  or 
place  where  she  might  dwell,  reside  or  be,  or  send  or 
RoDWAT.  cause  to  be  sent  any  letter  or  message  to  her.  He  then 
covenanted  not  to  claim  or  interfere  with  her  present  or 
any  future  acquired  property. 

And  Benjamin  Sanders  the  elder  thereby  for  himself 
his  tteirs,  executors  and  administrators,  covenanted  with 
John  Rodway,  that  he  Benjamin  Sanders  would,  during 
the  remainder  of  her  life,  clothe,  maintain  and  keep 
Elizdbeth  Rodway,  and  would  indemnify  John  Rodway 
from  all  debts  which  she  might,  at  any  time  thereafter, 
contract  or  incur ;  and  that  he  Benjamin  Sanders  would 
not  thereafter  (but  subject  nevertheless  and  without  pre- 
judice to  the  proviso  thereinafter  contained)  sue,  arrest 
or  prosecute  John  Rodway  or  require  from  him  a  debt 
of  300Z.  owing  to  him.  And  Elizabeth  Rodway  thereby- 
agreed  that  she  would  not,  at  any  time  thereafter,  claim 
or  demand  dower,  freebench  or  thirds,  and  would  release 
her  right  thereto,  in  manner  therein  mentioned. 

Benjamin  Sanders  the  elder  survived  his  son,  and 
died  in  March,  1852,  having,  by  his  will,  bequeathed  a 
considerable  sum  of  money  in  trust  for  the  separate  use 
of  Mrs.  Rodway.  After  her  father's  death  Mrs.  Rod- 
way  resided  with  her  brother. 

The  Defendant,  who  had  hitherto  adhered  to  the 
stipulations  contained  in  the  separation  deed,  had  lately, 
with  a  view  of  making  better  terms  for  himself,  insisted, 
that  the  deed  of  separation  was  invalid,  and  on  his  right 
to  the  possession  of  his  wife.  He  had  called  at  the  house 
where  she  was  residing,  and  required  to  see  her. 

A  meeting  took  place  between  the  Defendant  John 

Rodway 


Sanders 

V. 
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Rodway  and  the  solicitor  of  Mrs.  Rodway  and  her  bro-  1852. 
tber,  which  was  detailed  in  the  affidavit.  At  the  meeting 
John  Rodway  expressed  himself  as  follows : — "  I  hope 
and  trast  1  shall  not  commit  any  crime  or  sin ;  I  have  Rodway 
not  committed,  and  do  not  intend  to  commit,  any  breach 
of  the  peace,  but  I  will  have  my  end,  and  the  magis- 
trates have  no  jurisdiction,  at  least  it  is  very  doubtful. 
I  am  a  most  desperate  and  determined  man,  and  come 
what  will,  at  any  risk,  I  will  have  my  end.  I  know 
that  I  have  infringed  upon  the  deed  of  separation  by 
calling  at  the  cottage  (meaning  where  Elizabeth  Rod-- 
tDoy  was  residing) ;  but  it  is  my  determination  to  get 
possession  of  Mrs.  Rodway^  and  I  will  follow  her 
wherever  she  goes,  and,  if  I  cannot  do  so  without,  I 
will  advertize  in  the  public  newspapers.  I  am  deter- 
mined in  the  course  I  shall  pursue ;  I  have  been  endea- 
vouring to  take  apartments  in  Bromsgrove  (where  she 
resided),  but  I  have  not  succeeded;  I  shall  leave 
Gloucester  entirely,  and  come  to  live  at  Bromsgrove, 
wd  I  will  take  every  opportunity  possible  of  seeking  for 
And  finding  and  taking  Mrs.  Rodway.  I  know  I  am 
about  to  take  a  desperate  step,  and  that  I  stand  on  the 
hrinkof  a  precipice,  but  nevertheless  I  am  determined. 
This  is  not  a  mere  threat  I  assure  you,  I  am  determined 
^  do  it."  He  added,  that  he  meant  to  use  every  means 
JD  his  power  to  get  possession  of  Mrs.  Rodway. 

A  bill  was  filed  by  Mrs.  Rodway  and  her  brothers 
(who  were  the  executors  of  her  father),  praying  simply 
an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendant  John  Rodway 
from  compelling  Elizabeth  Rodway  to  cohabit  with 
him,  and  from  molesting,  disturbing  or  troubling  her 
w  living  separate  and  apart  from  him ;  and  also  from 
^nolesting,  disturbing  or  troubling  any  other  person  or 
pcftons  whomsoever,  for  receiving,  harbouring  or  enter- 
taining her ;  and  from  (without  her  consent)  visiting  her, 

VOL.  XVI.  p  or 
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or  knowingly  going  into  any  house  or  place  where  she 
might  dwell;  or  sending  any  letter  or  message  to  her; 
and  from  endeavouring  or  making  any  attempt  to  get 
possession  of  her  person ;  and  from  in  any  manner  mo- 
lesting or  annoying  her. 

A  motion  was  now  made  for  an  injunction  in  the  terms 
of  the  prayer  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Renshaw^  in  support  of  the 
motion,  argued,  that  the  deed  being  for  valuable  con- 
sideration and  valid,  the  Court  would  restrain  its  viola- 
tion by  the  Defendant.  They  cited  Jones  v.  Waite(a), 
Wilson  V.  W%lson(b),  and  Lumley  v.  Wagner {c). 

Mr.  Rogers,  contra,  argued,  that  the  covenants  were 
contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law  and  to  morality,  and 
such  as  this  Court  had  never  been  in  the  habit  of 
enforcing,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  ought  to  be  left  to 
their  legal  rights.  That  this  Court  would  interfere,  as  to 
the  rights  of  property,  as  between  husband  and  wife,  but 
not  in  questions  relating  to  the  restitution  of  conjugal 
rights. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (without  hearing  a  reply). 

I  think  this  a  case  in  which  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  an  injunction  in  the  terms  of  the  deed.  It  is  per- 
fectly true  (as  Mr.  Rogers  observed)  that  this  Court 
does  not  interfere  with  any  question  respecting  the 
restitution  of  conjugal  rights,  and  leaves  such  questions 
entirely  to  the  Ecclesiastical  Court ;  but  this  Court  deals 
with  covenants  which  parties  enter  into ;  and  if  a  person 
chooses  to  enter  into  a  covenant  restraining  himself 

from 

(fl)  9  CL  4  Fin,  101.  Cat.  638. 

(6)  14  Sim.  405,  and  1  H.  I.  (c)  1  De  G.,  M.  Sf  G.  604. 
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from  proceeding  in  a  matter  in  respect  of  which  this 
Court  may  not  have  jurisdiction,  yet  having  jurisdiction 
in  matters  of  contract,  the  Court  will  restrain  him  from 
violating  his  covenant.  All  that  I  have,  therefore,  to 
consider  is,  whether  this  is  a  valid  deed,  and  executed 
by  the  husband,  and  if  so,  whether  he  has  done  acts  in 
violation  of  it.  If  he  disputes  the  validity  of  the  deed, 
he  may  institute  any  suit  he  may  think  fit  in  this  Court 
to  set  it  aside :  but  this  Court  has  undoubtedly,  in  a 
great  number  of  cases,  held^  that  deeds  of  separation 
entered  into  between  the  husband  and  wife,  with  the 
interposition  of  trustees,  who  covenant  to  indemnify  the 
husband  against  his  wife*s  debts,  are  such  as  it  will  en- 
force.   The  cases  are  numerous  on  the  point. 


1852, 


Sanders 

V. 
RODWAT. 


1  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  a  deed  of  that  description, 
and  that  the  Court  will  accordingly  execute  and  enforce 
the  tmsts  contained  in  it,  so  long  as  it  stands ;  that  is, 
until  it  shall  have  been  set  aside  by  some  decree  of 
tbis  Court  made  in  a  suit  properly  instituted  for  that 
purpose. 

The  question  here,  is  not  whether  the  husband  or 
'rife  are  persons  of  respectability,  but  whether  the  par- 
ties have  entered  into  a  legal  deed  which  binds  them  to 
certain  acts,  the  violation  of  the  covenants  contained  in 
which  tbis  Court  will  prevent.     I  am  of  opinion  that 
this  Defendant  has  covenanted  not  to  molest  the  wife, 
and  not  to  interfere  with  her  in  the  manner  in  which  he 
is  now  doing ;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  I 
mngt  restrain  him  from  taking  that  course. 


It  appears  to  me,  that  the  bill  ought  properly  to  seek 
tbe  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  deed,  and  the  perform- 
ance of  the  covenants,  one  of  which,  on  the  part  of  the 

p  2  husband, 
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RODWAY. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

husband,  is,  not  to  do  those  acts  which  by  the  affidavit 
/it  appears  he  is  now  doing. 

The  bill  ought  also  to  state  that  this  is  not  a  covenant 
which  expired  with  the  death  of  the  father  of  the  lady. 
By  the  deed  it  appears  to  be  a  covenant  which  binds 
his  heirs  and  executors.  Treating  it,  as  I  think  I  am 
entitled  to  do,  as  a  bill  for  the  execution  of  the  trusts 
and  the  performance  of  the  covenants  of  the  deed,  and 
being  of  opinion  that  the  husband  has  violated  them,  I 
must  restrain  him  from  so  doing,  and  there  must  there- 
fore be  an  injunction  in  the  terms  of  the  deed. 

Note. — See  also  Worrall  v.  Jacob,  3  Afer.  256;  Frampton  v. 
Frampton,  4  Beav.  287;    Warrender  v.  Warrender,  2  CL  if  Fin.  488. 


Nov,  12. 
A  puisn^  in- 
cumbrancer 
offered  to  pay 
off  the  first 
mortgagee, 
which,  being 
declined,  he 
filed  a  bill  to 
compel  a  trans- 
fer.   The  first 
mortgagee 
having  after- 
wards proceed- 
ed to  sell  the 
property,  was 
restrained  from 
transferring 
the  first  mort- 
gage and  part- 
ing with  the 
legal  estate 
and  title  deeds. 


RHODES  V.  BUCKLAND. 

TN   1826,   1827  and   1828,  Mr.  Trevanion,  by  four 
several   deeds,   mortgaged    part   of  his   Ck>rnwall 
estates  to  Messrs.  Coode  and  Mr.  Bolitho  respectively. 
The  first  mortgage  deed  contained  a  power  of  sale. 

Mr.  T}revanion  afterwards  executed  a  great  number  of 
incumbrances  and  entered  into  subsequent  dealings  in 
respect  of  the  whole  estate,  which  were  of  a  very  com- 
plicated nature.  It  is  sufficient,  however,  for  the  present 
purpose,  to  state,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  a  mortgagee  of 
the  whole  of  the  estates,  subject  to  the  mortgages  of 
1826,  1827  and  1828,  or  part  of  them. 

The  Defendants,  Buckland,  Cockell  and  Faris^  re- 
cently obtained  transfers  to  them  of  Coode  s  and  Bolitho^ s 
mortgages;  and  on  the  20th  of  February ^  1862,  the 

Plaintiff, 
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PlcLir^tiflF,  Mrs.  Rhodes^  gave  notice  to  them  that  she 

vrsLS   t-he  next  incumbrancer,  that  she  would  pay  off  the 

ainount  of  their  mortgages  at  the  end  of  six  months, 

and   warning  them  not  to  deal  with  the  mortgages  or     Buckland. 

the  property,  she  being  even  then  willing  to  pay  them  off. 

On  the  13th  of  ^t/^u5/,  just  previous  to  the  expira- 
tion of  the  six  months,  she  requested  to  be  informed  of 
the  amount  claimed  to  be  due,  and  to  appoint  a  time 
and  place  to  redeem  and  arrange  as  to  the  settlement  of 
the  transfers. 

On  the  I7th  of  May y  1852,  the  solicitors  of  the  three 
J^eTendants  answered,  "  We  have  received  notice  from 
Mr.  Jvimy  of  his  prior  right  to  redeem  ;  and  our  clients, 
being  contented  with  the  securities  they  hold,  have  in- 
st*"n.oted  us  to  decline  receiving  their  principal  money 
^^d   interest  from  the  parties  mentioned  in  your  notice.'' 

On  the  28th  of  August,  the  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  R/iodes, 

filed   her  bill  against  the  three  Defendants  and  others 

(ooaitting,  however,  Mr.  Trevanion),  and  after  stating 

^^     above  circumstances  and  her  desire  to  get  in  the 

prior  incumbrances  to  enable  her  to  exercise  her  own 

P^vvcr  of  sale  over  the  property,  prayed  a  declaration, 

*^^^  upon  payment  of  the  sums  aforesaid,  she  was  en- 

*^*^d  to  assignments  of  Coode's  and  Bolitho's  mort- 

S^S«s,  and  to  have  the  legal  estate  conveyed  to  her,  and 

^^'^   «m  injunction  as  after  stated. 

-^fter  this,  on  the  7th  of  October,  1852,  the  Plaintiff 

^^^ived  notice  from  the  three   Defendants  that  they 

^^  contracted  to  sell  the  property  to  Mr.  H.  C.  T. 

•^    the  same  day,  the  Plaintiff  required  the  Defendants 

^ive  an  undertaking  not  to  deal  with  the  securities  or 

the 
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1852.       ^^^  legal  estate,  except  under  the  order  of  the  Coc 

""^^^^^^      This  the  Defendants  declined  to  give. 
Rhodes 

V, 

BucKLAND.  It  was  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  as  f 
lows: — ^That  upon  payment  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defei 
ants,  Suckland,  CockeU  and  Faris,  of  what  was  claim 
by  them  to  be  due,  in  respect  of  all  principal  and  in 
rest  now  due  and  to  become  due  at  the  time  of  su 
•  payment,  upon  the  mortgage  securities  of  1826,  18 

and  1828;  and  also  upon  payment  of  whatever  si 
might  be  claimed  to  be  due  and  owing  to  them,  for 
in  respect  of  costs,  down  to  the  filing  the  bill,  or  up 
payment  of  the  same  into  Court  (in  case  the  Defendai 
should  persist  in  refusing  or  declining  to  receive  1 
same  from  the  Plaintiff,  the  Defendants  might  be 
dered  to  transfer  to  the  Plaintiff ),  or  as  she  might  dir 
or  appoint,  the  legal  estate  in  the  hereditaments  a 
premises  comprised  in  the  said  mortgage  securities ; 
that  the  Defendants,  Buckland,  CockeU  and  Fca 
might  be  restrained,  until  the  hearing  of  this  cause, 
the  order  and  injunction  of  this  Court,  from  transferri 
or  assigning  the  said  moitgage  securities  or  any  p 
thereof,  or  from  conveying  away  or  otherwise  deali 
with  the  legal  estate  in  the  hereditaments  comprised 
the  said  mortgage  securities,  or  parting  with  the  ti 
deeds  relating  thereto,  except  under  the  order  of  t 
Court. 

Mr.  Willcock  and  Mr.  Tennanty  in  support  of  1 
motion,  argued,  that  the  Plaintiff  being  willing  to  p 
everything  due,  the  Defendants  ought  not  to  be  allo^ 
to  defeat  her  right  pending  the  litigation.  They  cil 
a  MS.  case  of  Jefferet/s  v.  Spret,  where  an  injunct 
had  been  granted  against  a  mortgagee  on  payment 
the  amount  due.     They  offered  to  take  an  immedi 

referei 
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refereDce  to  ascertain  the  amount  due  to  the  Defend-        1852. 
ants.  v^^/-^^ 

Rhodes 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  Mr.  Erskine,  Mr.  Shapter  and  Mr.     Buceland. 
G.  L  Russell,  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  J.  V.  Prior,  for  the  three  De- 
fendants in  whom  the  first  mortgages  were  vested,  and 

JllT,Roupell  and  Mr.  Renshaw,  for  trustees  in  the  same 
interest.  This  is  not  a  bill  to  redeem  a  prior  mortgage 
uid  foreclose  the  equity  of  redemption,  for  the  mort- 
gagor is  no  party  to  the  suit;  and  it  has  been  settled 
that  there  can  be  no  adverse  redemption  between  the 
first  and  second  mortgagees  without  bringing  the  mort- 
gagor before  the  Court.  This  bill  merely  prays  a  de- 
claration, that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  transfer  of 
the  Defendants'  mortgages.  This  she  is  clearly  not 
entitled  to, ''  for  no  mortgagee  can  be  compelled  to  place 
another  person  in  his  stead  as  mortgagee,"  James  v. 
-B«w(fl).  Lord  Cottenham  held,  that  "  the  only  relief  to 
which  a  second  mortgagee  is  entitled,  is  to  a  decree  for 
fte  redemption  of  the  first  mortgage,  and  for  the  fore- 
closure or  redemption  of  the  mortgagor.  He  has  no 
right  to  compel  the  first  mortgagee  to  transfer  to  him 
his  first  mortgage,  on  payment  of  what  is  due,  or  to  call 
on  the  mortgagor  to  join  in  such  transfer,  Ramsbottom 
V'  VaUis  (b).  If  the  Defendants  hold  an  advantageous 
security,  there  can  be  no  reason  why  they  should  put 
Ae  Plaintiff  in  their  place.  Thus,  if  the  Defendants 
obtam  five  per  cent,  for  their  money,  what  right  has  the 
PWntiff  to  deprive  them  of  the  benefit  of  it  and  compel 
4em  to  take  three  per  cent,  in  the  funds.  If  the  mort- 
gage is  to  be  kept  on  foot,  the  Defendants  have  the  best 

title 
(a)  3  SwamL  241. 
(6)  Coote  on  Mortgages,  Appendix,  704,  2nd  ed. 
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title  to  retain  it,  for  the  right  to  redemption  is  only  an- 
cillary to  the  working  out  the  PlaintiflTs  remedy  against 
the  mortgagor,  and  with  a  view,  by  foreclosure,  to  be- 
come owner  of  the  estate,  Ramshottom  v.  WaUisiq). 

Again,  the  other  incumbrancers  may  contest  the 
Plaintiff's  right  to  obtain  the  legal  estate,  and  they  are 
not  present. 

Secondly. —  Rhodes  has  covenanted  not  to  take  any 
proceedings  for  a  limited  time,  which  has  not  yet  ex- 
pired (6),  and  therefore  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  either 
to  foreclose  or  redeem.  A  stranger  to  such  a  contract 
may  take  advantage  of  such  a  stipulation,  for  so  long  as 
the  mortgagor  cannot  be  foreclosed,  the  prior  mortgage 
cannot  be  redeemed,  Ramsbottom  v.  Wallis^a). 

Thirdly.-^As  to  the  contract  for  sale,  its  validity 
cannot  be  contested  in  the  absence  of  the  purchaser, 
and  the  pendency  of  a  suit  will  not  deprive  a  mortgagee 
of  any  of  his  rights  or  prevent  his  exercising  all  his 
powers,  Cockell  v.  Bacon  (i).  "  It  is  extremely  clear," 
said  Lord  Eldon,  *^  that  a  mortgagee  may  retain  posses- 
sion of  the  estate  until  he  is  paid,  and  that  no  one  has 
a  right  to  make  a  tender  of  the  money  due,  except  the 
party  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption  ;  against  all 
other  persons  the  estate  is  the  property  of  the  mort- 
gagee," James  v.  Biou  (c). 

The  Court  cannot,  on  motion,  grant  the  substantive 
relief  claimed  by  the  bill ;  that  is  a  matter  to  be  disposed 
of  at  the  hearing,  and  on  this  motion,  the  Court  ought 
not  to  prejudge  the  questions  arising  between  the  par- 
ties, 

(a)  Coote,  704,  2nd  ed,  158. 

(6)  Sec  Cocktll  v.  Bacon,  ante,  (c)  3  SwansL  237. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

ties,  by  granting,  in  effect,  the  whole  relief  claimed  by 
the  Plaintiff. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (without  hearing  a  reply). 

If  the  Plaintiff  will  confine  her  application  to  the  last 
branch  of  the  notice  of  motion,  I  think  she  is  entitled 
to  it. 

The  question  to  be  determined  in  this  case  is,  whe- 
ther the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  redeem.  It  has  been 
remarked,  as  against  the  Plaintiff,  that  I  cannot  deter- 
mbe,  in  this  stage  of  the  cause,  that  she  has  a  right  to 
redeem,  and  that  I  cannot  now  give  her  the  fruits  of 
redemption,  without  determining  that  she  has  a  right  to 
redeem.  Now,  if  I  cannot  determine  the  question  in 
the  Plaintiff's  favour,  neither  can  I  determine  it  against 
her;  and  if  I  were  to  refuse  to  make  an  order,  I  should 
be  now  determining,  that  the  Plaintiff  will  not  be  able 
to  make  out  any  right. 

There  are  questions  of  considerable  nicety,  which  may 

have  to  be  determined  as  to  the  right  to  redeem ;  and 

I  concur  in  this  part  of  the  Defendant's  argument : — 

That  if  a  Plaintiff  comes  forward,  on  a  bill  to  redeem, 

and  asks  to  restrain  a  transfer,  he  is  bound  to  make  out 

a  prvmiL  fade  case,  and  cannot,  as  a  stranger,  say,  ''  I 

am  entitled  to  redeem,  and  restrain  the  transfer  of  the 

1^  estate."    That  is  all  that  is  decided  by  James  v. 

BiaUf  and  to  that  extent  I  concur.    But  I  am  of  opinion 

that  the  Plaintiff  has  made  out  a  prima  facie  case,  and 

that  she  is  an  incumbrancer  on  the  property,  but  in 

what  rank,  or  who  are  the  persons  entitled  to  redeem  or 

foreclose,  I  express  no  opinion.     If  I  were  to  say,  that 

pending  the  suit,  the  Defendants  may  sell  the  property 

under  the  power  of  sale,  and  make  a  conveyance  and 

transfer 
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transfer  of  the  legal  estate,  I  should,  on  this  motion,  be 
determining  that  the  Plaintiff  has  no  right;  for  if  she 
went  on  and  established  her  right  to  redeem,  it  would 
be  impossible  for  her  to  obtain  any  benefit  at  the  bear- 
ing, as  the  purchaser,  under  the  execution  of  the  power, 
would  get  a  title  to  the  estate.  I  am  of  opinion,  that, 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  principle  of  pro- 
tection of  the  property  pending  litigation  ought  to  be 
applied,  so  as  to  induce  me  to  restrain  any  dealing  with 
the  legal  estate,  until  I  can  determine  the  rights.  The 
argument  of  the  Defendants  has  tended  to  the  very 
same  conclusion ;  for  they  say,  that  the  Court  cannot 
deal  with  the  legal  estate,  until  it  sees  who  is  entitled 
to  it.  In  this  I  concur;  but  am  I  to  allow  the  Defend- 
ants to  do  that  which  the  Court  itself  will  not  do  ?  I 
am  of  opinion  I  ought  not,  and  that  I  ought  to  protect 
the  property  until  it  can  be  seen  who  is  entitled  to  it. 


There  are  various  circumstances,  in  this  case,  which 
induce  me  to  consider  that  1  ought  not  to  allow  this 
dealing  with  the  legal  estate.  In  February,  1862,  notice 
was  given  to  the  Defendants  to  redeem,  and  in  August, 
when  the  notice  was  about  expiring,  the  Plaintiff  said, 
**  I  am  ready  to  pay ;  let  me  know  the  amount  due  to 
you."  The  Defendants  answer,  "  We  do  not  wish  to 
be  paid  off;  we  dispute  your  title  to  redeem."  There- 
upon the  Plaintiff  files  her  bill  for  redemption,  and  after 
that  bill  has  been  filed  and  process  has  been  served,  the 
Defendants  enter  into  a  contract  for  selling  the  estate, 
so  as  to  defeat  the  whole  object  of  the  suit.  The  Plain- 
tiff asks  that,  while  the  matter  is  in  dispute  and  discus- 
sion, the  Defendants  may  be  prevented  defeating  the 
sole  objects  of  her  suit. 


It  is  obvious,  that  if  this  be  allowed,  any  first  mort- 
gagee, by  collusion  with  the  mortgagor  (which  I  do  not 

impute 
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impute  in  ibis  case),  might  wholly  defeat  the  rights  and 

title  of  any  puisne  incumbrancer.     I  cannot,  therefore, 

in  this  state  of  the  case,  refuse  to  protect  the  property         ^^^^ 

Qotil  I  see  to  whom  it  belongs.  Buckland. 


It  is  said,  that  this  suit  is  so  framed,  that  no  decree 
coold  be  made  at  the  hearing ;  but  it  is  obvious,  that 
the  form  of  the  record  might  be  amended,  so  as  to  bring 
all  persons  necessary  to  litigate  the  question  before  the 
Coort,  and  then  it  would  be  determined  as  against  all 
persons  interested  in  it. 

1  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
any  of  the  early  portion  of  her  motion ;  but  that  she  is 
entitled  to  an  order  restraining  the  three  Defendants  from 
assigning  the  mortgages,  and  dealing  with  the  legal 
estate,  until  the  hearing  or  further  order. 

Mr.  WiUcock.    Will  the  order  extend  to  the  delivery 
of  the  title  deeds  ? 


I%e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

No;  I  cannot  make  any  such  order  as  to  the  title 
deeds.   The  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  them. 


Abstract  of  Order. 

iDJUDction  against  "transferring  or  assigning  the  mortgage  secu- 
ritiei^"  and  from  **  conveying  away  or  otherwise  dealing  with  tne  legal 
estate,  in  the  hereditaments  comprised  hi  the  mortgage  securities,  or 
psitiiig  with  the  title  deeds  relating  thereto,"  until  the  hearing  of  this 
,  or  the  further  order  of  this  Court 


220  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1862. 


In  re  MOYLAN. 


Nov.  12. 


assets. 


A,  Rtook       f\^  ^^^  ^^  ^f  April,  1833,  Denis  Creagh  Moylan 

the  ^t'^f  (deceased)  became  indebted  on  bond  to  Thomas 

1  *  2  Vkt.       Fee  in  35/. 

c  1 10),  but  no 

judgment  was 

entered  up  On  the  Ist  of  October,  1839,  Moylan  was  discharged 

87th  section,  under  the  Insolvent  Act,  and  the  debt  of  Fee  was  coin- 
Held,  on  his  prised  in  the  schedule.     No  jud&'ment  was  ever  entered 
death,  that  a  ^  ,        ,  r  ,   i       ,.     , 
scheduled  up,  under  the  warrant  of  attorney  executed  by  Moylan 

credits  had  no  ^^  ^j^^  occasion,  pursuant  to  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 1 0,  s.  87. 

against  his  Moylan  died  in  1849,  and  an  order  having  been  made, 
under  Sir  George  Turner*s  Act,  for  the  administration 
of  his  estate,  the  Master  admitted  the  claim  ot  Fee  for 
principal  and  interest  upon  the  bond,  as  a  liability  cer- 
tain against  his  estate.  It  was  now  moved,  on  behalf  of 
his  executrix,  that  the  claim  might  be  disallowed. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Tripp,  in  support  of  the  mo- 
tion.— No  judgment  having  been  entered  up,  there  was 
no  possibility  of  reaching  either  the  person  or  estate  of 
the  debtor,  except  under  such  a  judgment,  and  none  can 
be  entered  up  after  the  debtor's  death.  Harden  v.  For^ 
syth  (a).  Under  the  act,  the  old  debt  is  cancelled  (i), 
and  a  new  obligation  created  by  virtue  of  the  judg- 
ment, if  entered  up.  There  is  no  remedy  at  law,  and 
therefore  none  in  equity.  The  Master  relied  on  the 
cases  of  ^ar^on  v.  Tattersall{c)^iiA  Wardy.  Painter(cl\ 

but 

{a)  1  Q.  B.  Rep.  177.  (rf)  2  Beav.  85,  and  5  Mul.  <fr 

(6)  Sect.  91.  C.  298. 

(c)  1  Rwis.  4-  M.  237. 
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bnt  tbey  do  not  apply*   This  case  is  governed  by  Thomas        1852. 
y.PinneU{a)f  where  no  judgment  had  been  entered  up. 


Mr.  Selwyny  for  the  creditor.    The  court  did  not  in- 
tend, in  the  case  of  TTiotnas  v.  Pinnell(a),  to  overrule  the 
two  prior  decisions,  one  of  which  was  affirmed  by  Lord 
Cottenham.      In  Ward  v.  Painter  (6),  Lord  Langdale 
thns  explained  the  law  relating  to  the  subject : — He 
said,  "  The  acts  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors  were 
intended  to  relieve  them  from  imprisonment,  and  were 
not  intended  to  discharge  their  after-acquired  estate." 
'^  I  think  that  a  main  feature  of  the  act  is,  that  the  after- 
acquired  assets  are  to  be  applied  in  discharge  of  the 
oopatd  debts,  the  moral  obligation  for  paying  which  re- 
mtins  the  same."    He  afterwards  added,  "  The  only  part 
lof  the  act]  to  be  referred  to  is  that  part  which  relates 
to  the  application  of  his  assets  after  his  death,  and  for 
which  purpose  it  was  intended  to  make  available  the 
judgment  and  recognizance;  but  if  that  remedy  fails, 
the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  in 
affording  a  remedy  where  there  is  a  right,  is  not  ousted ; 
and  if  the  remedy  in  the  other  Court  fails,  can  it  be  said 
that  this  Court  will  withhold  relief?" 

The  debt  is  not  discharged  by  the  75th  and  91st  sec- 
tions. It  still  exists,  and  if  the  legal  remedy  intended 
by  the  statutes  has  failed,  that  is  the  very  reason  for  a 
€!oart  of  Equity,  in  the  administration  of  the  assets,  to 
proTide  for  the  payment  of  a  just  demand  (c). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  Master  has  miscarried,  and  that  the  cases 

of 

(a)  15  Been.  148.  if  Aid.  256;  Ei  parte  Barrhig- 

lb)  2  Beav.  93.  ton,  2  Mont.  Sf  Ayr.  255 ;  Francit 

{c)  Jeilisyr.Maunt/crd,4Barn.      v.  Dodsworth,  i  C.  B.  202. 


In  re 

MOTLAN. 
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1852.       of  Ward  v.  Painter  and  Barton  v.  Tattersall  do  not 
^•^^^"^^      support  his  finding.     The  Insolvent  Act  must  receive 
MoTLAN.      ^^^  same  construction  in  equity  as  at  law,  and  the  91st 
section  appears  to  me  to  discharge  the  insolvent  debtor 
and  his  estate  from  all  suits  and  actions,  except  under 
the  judgment.    In  Ward  v.  Painter  and  Barton  v.  Tat-  • 

tersaU  recognizances  had  been  entered  into  according  to  * 

the  act  applicable  to  those  cases,  and  it  is  quite  consistent  -^ 

with  my  decision  in  Thomas  v.  Pinnell^  that  there  should  ' 

be  a  remedy  in  those  cases,  and  none  in  a  case  where  ^ 

no  judgment  has  been  entered  up  under  the  subsequent  ^ 

statutes. 

• 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  right  at  law  is  gone,  and  by  ^^C 

analogy  the  right  in  equity  is  lost.     It  is  not  necessary  ^^' 

to  determine  whether  the  debt  exists  or  not;  it  is  suffi-  — -■ 

cient  to  say,  that  all  remedies  are  gone.     Thomas  ▼.  -  "^ 

Pinnell  is  consistent  with  Ward  v.  Painter  and  Barton 
V.  Tattersall^  and  I  proceed  on  the  same  principle,  namely  ^^^ 

that  the  remedy  depends  on  the  provisions  of  the  sta- 
tute, which  gives  none  except  under  a  judgment  to  be 
entered  up  against  the  insolvent  debtor. 

In  this  case  the  claimant  has  no  remedy,  and  the 
report  of  the  Master  must  therefore  be  varied. 


K 
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,  BRASSEY  V.  CHALMERS.  Aug.  5. 

Nov.  13. 

HE  first  question  arising  on  this  special  case  was,  A  power  to 

whether  the  trustees  of  the  will  of  William  Fair-  ggu  an^  dis- 

H  ^^Tzt  had  authority  to  make  a  partition.  po«e  of"  the 

testator's  real 
estate  and  to 

William  Fairhurst  was  entitled   to  one  undivided  gj^e  receipts, 
.  does  not  au- 

smscth  part  of  a  freehold  estate  which  had  been  pur-  thorizeapar- 

cl^ascd  by  three  other  persons  in  1832,  but  as  to  such  **^*'°- 
one-sixth  in  trust  for  the  testator.  The  legal  estate 
'^^LB,  in  1833,  conveyed  by  the  vendor  to  the  two  survi- 
vors of  the  three,  and  to  the  representatives  of  the 
third  {Fairhurst  being  no  party  to  the  conveyance). 
They  declared  they  held  this  one-sixth  for  Fairhurst. 
The  deed  gave  powers  of  management  and  power  of 
fina.1  division,  with  the  consent  of  the  majority. 

.  Iri  1839,  William  Fairhurst  made  his  will,  whereby 

^^  iia  the  first  place  appointed  George  Law  and  Edward 

^^^ton  "to  be  his  executors  and  trustees."    He  then 

*^^^sed  and  bequeathed  his  real  and  personal   estate 

**^^o  "  his  said  trustees,  their  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 

'^'^t.ors  and  assigns,  according  to  the  nature  and  tenure 

^^»*cof,  upon  trust  as  to  such  part  thereof  as  he  held  on 

.**^^^i:~tgage  or  trust,  or  subject  to  any  equity,  to  carry 

*^^o    effect  the  trusts  thereof;  and  as  to  the  residue  of 

^^      said  real  and  personal  estate,  to  sell  and  dispose 

^^^9*^of  at  their  discretion.    And  he  declared,  that  the 

'^'^■^^^hasers  of  his  said  estate  should  not  be  bound  to 

^^^      to  the  application  of  the  purchase-money,  and  that 

^^     xeceipts  of  his  trustees,  or  the  survivor y  should  be  in 

*      biases  sufficient."     He  then  gave  the  proceeds  of  his 

"^^OL.  XVI.  Q  said 
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1862.       s^id  estate  to  his  three  daughters,  and  their  husbands 

^^^v*^^      and  children. 
Brassby 

Chalmers.         Tikton  disclaimed,  and  Law  alone  proved  the  will. 

George  Law  (the  devisee  in  trust  and  %xecutor  of 
William  Fairhurst)  afterwards  concurred  with  the  other 
parties  in  a  partition  of  the  estate,  which  was  appor- 
tioned, and  the  apportioned  parts  conveyed  in  severalty 
by  a  deed  of  the  28th  of  November,  1846,  to  the  several 
owners,  and  roads  were  dedicated  for  the  accommoda- 
tion of  the  several  parties.  The  question,  which  arose 
upon  a  sale  of  a  portion  of  the  estate  allotted  to  another 
co-owner,  was,  whether  this  partition  was  or  was  not 
valid. 

It  was  stated,  as  a  fact,  that  Fairhurst  received  one- 
sixth  of  the  rents  from  the  date  of  the  purchase  (1832) 
to  his  death  (1839);  but  there  was  no  evidence  of  his 
ever  having  acquiesced  in  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of 
1833. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  C.  Hall,  for  the  Plaintiflb, 
the  vendors.  A  good  title  can  be  made  under  the  par- 
tition of  1846.  The  cases  of  Abel  v.  Heathcote(a); 
M' Queen  v.  Farquhar(b);  and  Attorney- General  ▼• 
Hamilton(c)y  have  reference  to  the  doctrine  of  uses  and 
to  legal  powers,  shifting,  by  their  due  execution,  the 
legal  estate.  Here  there  is  no  such  question;  for  by 
the  conveyance,  the  legal  estate  in  the  apportioned 
shares  was  conveyed  to  the  owners  in  severalty,  and 
the  purchaser  will,  by  his  conveyance,  obtain  the  legal 
estate  discharged  of  all  equities.     The  only  question  is, 

whether 

(a)  2  Ves.jun.  100;  4  Bro.         (6)  11  Tw.  467. 
C.  C.  278.  (c)  1  Madd.  214. 
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whether  the  trustees  were  not  justified  in  concurring  in        1862. 
the  partition,  that  is,  whether,  upon  a  bill  filed,  the 
cestw  que  trust  could  set  it  aside.       The  power  of 
making  a  partition  is  incident  to  the  estate  of  a  tenant  in 
common,  even  though  he  be  a  trustee.     His  co-tenants 
in  common  are  entitled  to  have  a  partition,  both  at  law 
and  in  equity,  which  they  may  at  any  time  enforce. 
If  therefore,  upon  a  bill  filed  by  another  co-owner,  the 
trustee  would,  by  decree,  be  compelled  to  make  a  par- 
tition, he  would  equally  be  justified  in  performing  that 
duty  voluntarily,  without  putting  the  estate  to.  the  ex- 
pense of  a  chancery  suit,  which  must,  of  necessity,  end 
in   the  same  result.      It  cannot  be  a  breach  of  trust  for 
a  t^mstee  to  do  an  act  voluntarily,  which  the  Court  will 
adversely  direct  him  to  perform.     Lord  Loughborough, 
in   ^bel  v.  Heathcote{a),  relied  much  upon  the  posses- 
sion of  the  legal  estate,  and  the  means  thereby  afforded 
of  defending  an  ejectment 

The  partition  might  easily  have  been  effected  by  cir- 
cuity, as  by  selling  the  undivided  part  of  the  estate,  and 
afterwards  re-purchasing  the  divided  part.  j4bel  v. 
Bmtheote,  2  Sugd.  Pow,  (6),  2  Chance  on  Powers  (c). 
The  disposition  of  the  Court  is  to  relax  technical  rules, 
and  if  the  partition  can  be  effected  adversely  or  by 
dituity,  it  will  allow  it  to  be  done  directly. 

The  terms  of  this  particular  power  differ  from  those 
in  the  reported  cases.  Here  it  is  ''  to  sell  and  dispose 
thereof  si  their  discretion ;"  the  word  "  dispose"  is  placed 
in  marked  contrast  with  the  word  ''sell/^  and  authorizes, 
by  implication,  a  partition,  which  is  necessary*  to  enable 
the  trustee  to  make  a  sale  of  the  property  to  proper  ad- 
vantage. 

(a)  2  Va.  jun.  100,  and  see  (6)  507,  6th  ed. 

1  MM  225.  (c)  Page  375. 
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vantage.  A  power  to  exchange  is  a  proper  one  to  include 
in  a  deed  conveying  an  estate  purchased  by  four  persons, 
and  the  testator  having  for  more  than  six  years  received 
one-sixth  of  the  rent,  with  knowledge  of  his  own  title, 
must  be  taken  to  have  acquiesced  in  the  terms  of  the 
deed  of  1833,  which  gave  a  power  of  division  to  the  re- 
leasees. 

In  Doe  d.  Knight  v.  Spencer{a),,  it  was  held,  that  a 
power  to  exchange  authorized  a  partition. 

Mr.  John  Baily  and  Mr.  Druce,  for  the  purchaser. 
Trustees  cannot,  without  an  express  power,  make  a  par- 
tition. Here  none  is  given.  The  power  to  sell  does 
not  authorize  a  partition,  that  has  long  been  settled ; 
and  a  power  to  dispose  means  to  dispose  of  by  way  of 
sale,  and  not  by  converting  an  undivided  interest  in  the 
whole  of  an  estate  into  a  several  interest  in  part  of  it. 
Secondly,  the  partition  is  invalid,  by  reason  of  public 
roads  being  set  apart  for  the  use  of  the  public,  which 
the  allottees  are  bound,  for  a  limited  time,  to  keep  in 
repair.  Thirdly,  the  purchaser  would  take  the  legal 
estate  with  notice  of  the  invalidity  of  the  partition,  and 
he  therefore  would  hold  it  subject  to  all  the  equities  of 
the  cestuis  que  trust. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  would  consider 
the  case. 

{a)  2  Exch.  Rep.  752. 


The 


Nov.  13. 
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7%€  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Brasset 

The  power  of  making  partition  is  not,  it  is  clear,  ex-     chalmerb 

pressed  in   distinct   terms   in   Fairhurst's  will.     It  is 

cont^ndedy  however,  that  it  must  be  included  in  it  by 

implioation. 

It  is  said,  that  the  power  *'  to  sell  and  dispose"  of  the 
property  "  at  their  discretion,"  includes  any  species  of 
disposition  required  for  the  legitimate  management  of 
the  estate  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  interested 
therein,  and  that  it  must  therefore  include  partition  be- 
fore sale,  in  order  to  enable  them  to  sell  in  such  a  man- 
ner a.s  may  be  beneficial  to  the  cestuis  que  trust. 

It  is  further  argued,  that  this  direction  in  the  will  is 
not  to  be  treated  as  a  bare  power  to  sell,  which  the 
Court,  must  construe  strictly,  but  as  a  trust,  which  the 
Court  might  and  ought  to  construe  liberally.  But  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  I  cannot  import  a  power  of  partition 
into  this  will,  and  that  such  a  power  is  not  implied  or 
coDtained  in  the  words  I  have  read. 

Notwithstanding  some  doubts  which  have  been  raised 
as  to  the  effect  of  the  decisions  on  this  subject,  and  not- 
withstanding the  case  of  Abelv.  Heathcote  (a),  before 
Lo^  -Louffhborouffh,  I  consider  this  point  to  be  really 
determined  by  the  case  of  McQueen  v.  Farquhar{b\ 
and  that   of  Attorney- General  v.   Hamilton  (c).      In 
JPQwcwi  V.  FarquhoTj  Lord  Fldon,  both  during  the 
argument  and  still  more  emphatically  in  the  judgment, 
lifhich  was   given   after  consideration,    expressed    his 
opinion,  that  a  power  of  exchange  did  not  include  or 

authorize 

(a)  2  Va.jun.  98.  (6)  11  Va,  467. 

(r)  1  Madd.  214. 
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1862.  authorize  partition.  The  only  point,  however,  which  he 
actually  decided,  in  that  case,  was,  that  a  power  of  sale 
did  not  authorize  partition,  and  he  distinguished  the 
case  o(  Abelv.  Heathcote  from  the  case  before  him,  and 
stated,  that  Lord  LoughhorougKs  decision  in  that  case 
might  be  supported  by  the  words,  "other  equivalent 
interest  in  these  lands."  Whether  this  be  so  or  not,  it 
is  not  important  for  me  to  inquire.  I  consider  the  clear 
effect  of  iP  Queen  v.  Farquhar  to  be  this,  viz.,  that  if 
Abel  V.  Heathcote  should  be  thought  to  sanction  the 
doctrine  either  that  a  power  of  exchange  or  a  power  of 
sale,  expressed  in  ordinary  terms,  authorizes  partition, 
that  doctrine  is  not  to  be  supported,  and  that  it  is,  in 
truth,  overruled  by  and  is  inconsistent  with  the  decision 
of  M*  Queen  v.  Farquhar. 

The  same  point  also  underwent  discussion  in  the  case 
of  Attorney-General  v.  Hamilton^  where  Sir  ThomoM 
Plumer  decided,  that  a  power  to  exchange  would  not 
include  or  authorize  partition. 

Tlie  words  in  this  case  are,  "  to  sell  and  dispose  thereof 
at  their  discretion,"  followed  by  a  declaration,  that  the 
purchasers  are  not  required  to  see  to  the  application  of  the 
purchase-money,  and  that  the  receipts  of  the  trustees 
shall  be  sufficient  discharges.  This  is,  in  my  opinion, 
nothing  more  than  a  simple  power  of  sale.  The  words 
"  to  dispose  thereof*'  are,  I  think,  mere  words  of  sur- 
plusage, and  mean  no  more  than  that  the  trustee  is  to 
dispose  thereof  by  sale,  and  consequently,  that  the  dis- 
cretion given  to  the  trustees  is  confined  to  a  sale  and  a 
disposition  by  sale  of  this  property,  and  that  there  is  no 
power  to  make  partition  given  by  the  will  of  William 
Fairhurst,  and  consequently,  that  it  is  not  competent 
for  the  trustees  of  his  will  to  enter  into  any  valid  and 

binding 
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binding  agreement  for  partition,  without  the  consent        1862. 

aod  authority  of  all  their  cestuis  que  trust.  v^v-^i/ 

Brasset 

V. 

But  then  it  is  contended,  that  even  if  this  be  so,  it  Chalmbbs. 
does  not  practically  affect  the  question  as  to  the  validity 
of  the  partition,  for  that,  with  respect  to  the  legal  title 
10  this  case,  no  question  or  difficulty  arises,  inasmuch  as 
the  legal  fee^is  now  vested  in  the  allottees  of  the  various 
shares,  under  the  deed  of  partition,  so  that  the  question 
in  contest  can  only  affect  the  equitable  interest,  and  that 
the  equitable  interest  is,  in  truth,  bound  by  the  acquies- 
cence of  William  Fairhurst,  who  for  six  years  received 
one-sixth  of  the  rents  of  the  estate,  and  must  be  held  to 
have  been  cognizant  of  his  title.  In  support  of  this 
proposition,  the  observations  of  Lord  Loughborough^  in 
-^id  V.  Heathcote,  are  referred  to,  to  show  that  he  relied 
moch,  in  that  case,  upon  the  possession  of  the  legal 
e^te,  and  the  means  thereby  afforded  of  defending  an 
action  of  ejectment 

I  am,  however,  unable  to  accede  to  that  argument. 
It  is  true,  that  here  the  legal  estate  is  conveyed  accord- 
"^  to  the  agreement  of  partition,  but  I  am  of  opinion, 
^^  if  I  am  right  in  the  conclusion  I  have  come  to,  the 
^'Mtee  under  William  Fairhurst's  will  had  no  power  or 
authority  to  enter  into  any  such  contract  of  partition  ; 
audit  follows,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  that  his  cestuis 
g^e  trvst  will  not  be  bound  by  the  partition  and  convey- 
ance which  has  taken  place,  and  that  it  was,  in  truth, 
a  hreach  of  trust  in  the  trustees  so  to  convey  it,  and 
^^^uuless  the  cestuis  que  trust  under  William  Fairhurst 
are  bound  by  acquiescence,  either  by  some  act  of  their 
own'or  by  some  act  of  some  person  through  whom  they 
claim,  they  may  dispute  the  propriety  of  the  partition, 
and  contend  that  a  smaller  and  less  valuable  portion  of 
the  estate  was  allotted  to  them  than  that  which  they 

might 
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might  have  obtained  under  a  fair  division.  No  fact  is 
stated  from  whence  any  acquiescence  or  sanction  can 
be  inferred  or  presumed,  to  bind  any  person  claiming 
under  the  will  of  William  Fairhurst.  I  am  also  of 
opinion  that  William  Fairhurst  himself  cannot  be 
treated  as  having  acquiesced  in  any  such  partition ;  all 
he  did  was  this :  he  received  one-sixth  of  the  rents  of  the 
estate  before  it  was  partitioned ;  this  was  what  he  was 
entitled  to  receive,  even  if  no  partition  had  ever  been 
intended ;  and  this  implies  no  acquiescence  in  any  pecu- 
liar division  of  the  property,  much  less  in  that  division 
which  was  settled  afler  his  decease. 


I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  share  in  this  pro- 
perty originally  belonging  to  William  Fairhurst  has  not 
been  ascertained  in  severalty,  by  any  division  which  can 
bind  the  persons  beneficially  interested  in  it,  and  this 
consequence  necessarily  follows,  that,  inasmuch  as  one- 
sixth  share  is  not  ascertained,  none  of  the  remaining 
shares  can  be.  It  therefore  follows,  that  in  my  opinion 
the  first  question  submitted  to  the  Court  must  be 
answered  in  the  negative,  by  stating  that  the  indenture 
or  deed  of  partition  of  the  28th  o{  November y  1845,  is 
not  valid  and  binding,  as  against  persons  claiming  or 
beneficially  interested  under  the  wills  of  Joseph  Harri- 
son, Thomas  Harrison  and  William  Fairhurst  respec- 
tively. 

Having  come  to  this  conclusion,  it  is  unnecessary  to 
express  any  opinion  on  the  point,  whether,  if  the  power 
of  partition  had  existed,  it  was  well  executed  by  reserv- 
ing a  portion  of  the  estate  unallotted  to  any  one,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  a  road  to  render  parts  of  the  pro- 
perty accessible  and  more  valuable. 


Another 
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1862. 

Another  question  on  this  special  case  was,  whether 
UDder  a  power  contained  in  the  will  of  Joseph  Harrison^ 
Thmas  Brassej/f  the  survivor  of  his  two  executors, 
could  sell  his  real  estate.  Where  a 

naked  power 

In/it/y,  1832,  Joseph  Harrison^  who  was  entitled  to  ll^^J^'^it  can- 
one-sixth  share  of  the  real  estate  in  question,  made  his  not  be  exer- 

•11    1  .1  .  /.     t  •  1  i»  11  ^^^•^d  by  the 

Will,  the  matenal  portions  of  which  were  as  follows : —    survivon;  but 

if  a  power  be 
annexed  to  an 
''  Snbject  to  the  payment  of  my  just  debts  and  funeral  office,  an^ 

and  testamentary  expenses  and  legacies,   I  give  and  ^^flfgg  ^„ 

devige  all  my  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  unto  and  to  execute  it. 

the  Qse  of  William  Ravenscroft  and  John  Fisher y  their  ^  executon 

heirs  and  assisms,  upon  the  trusts  hereinafter  mentioned,  hereinafter 
¥  J-  „  n        ,  ,  t  /.  mentioned, 

1  direct  all  my  contracts  for  the  sale  or  purchase  of  with  the  ap- 

property  to  be  fulfilled.     I  authorize  and  empower  my  ^^^^If^^ 

executors  hereinafter  mentioned,  with  the  approbation  of  the  time 

^trustees for  the  time  being,  to  sell  and  dispose  of,  by  reidCTtate"* 

pri?ate  contract  or  public  auction,  from  time  to  time,  all  l>eld  by  the 

n  .  1  /.      1    1  1  1  1  Master  of  the 

or  any  parts  of  my  said  freehold  estates,  and  to  exchange  Rolls,  npon 

the  same  or  any  part  thereof  for  other  freehold  or  lease-  ^®  ^^^^^f}* 
.  .  "^  ^  not  to  autho- 

nold  property  of  equal  value,  or  which  may,  by  the  rize  a  sale  by 
payment  of  a  sum  of  money  on  either  side,  be  made  of  J^e  Ix^u^n^ 
equal  value,  and  to  make  partition  of  such  parts  as  I  J>ut  the  Lords 
™ay  be  interested  in  with  other  persons.     I  authorize  sented  from 
^y  executors  to  carry  on  my  business,  &c."     "  I  direct  this  decision. 
"Jf  executors  to  collect,  get  in,  and  convert  into  money, 
all  my  personal  estate,  &c/'     "  Further,  I  direct  my  said 
^^eoUors,  with  such  approbation  as  aforesaid,  and  in  the 
names  of  my  trustees,  to  invest  the  monies  which  may 
DC  derived  from  such  sale  or  exchange,  or  from  my  per- 
sonal estate,  or  my  business,  if  carried  on  after  my 
decease,  in  government  or  real  securities ;  or  to  purchase, 
'D  the  names  of  my  trustees  for  the  time  being,  such 
other  real  or  leasehold  property  as  my  trustees  shall 

approve 
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1862.  approve  of:  and  I  authorize  my  executors,  with  such 
approbation,  from  lime  to  time,  to  vary  the  said  secu- 
rities and  resell  the  purchased  property." 

The  testator  declared  that  the  receipts  of  bis  trustees 
should  be  good  discharges  to  purchasers  and  others,  who 
should  not  be  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  the 
monies  therein  expressed  to  be  received;  and  he  ap- 
pointed Thomas  Seacome  and  the  Plaintiff  Thonuu 
Brassey  executors  of  his  will. 

The  testator  died  in  1832,  his  executors  proved  his 
will  and  his  trustees  accepted  the  trusts. 

Seacombef  the  executor,  died  prior  to  1844,  William 
Ravenscroft  died  in  1849,  and  Fisher  in  August^  1851 ; 
and  by  an  order  of  this  Court,  made  in  December ,  1861, 
Samuel  Holme  and  John  Ravenscroft  were  appointed 
trustees  of  the  will  of  the  testator,  and  his  real  estates 
were  vested  in  them. 

l^  1852,  Brassey y  the  surviving  executor,  with  the 
approbation  of  Holme  and  John  Ravenscroft,  contracted 
to  sell  a  part  of  the  testator's  real  estate  to  the  De- 
fendant, who  refused  to  complete,  on  the  ground  that 
Thomas  Brassey,  the  surviving  executor,  was  not  em- 
powered to  sell. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  C.  Hall,  for  the  vendors, 
cited  1  Sugden  on  Powers  (a),  and  Forbes  v.  Peacock{]b). 

Mr.  John  Baily  and  Mr.  Druce,  for  the  purchaser, 
cited  Newman  v.  Warner  {c). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 

The 

(a)  Page  141,  6th  ed.  lips,  717. 

(6)  11  Sim,  152  ;  12  Sim.  528 ;  (c)  1  Sim,  {N,  S.)  457. 

11  Mee-  4-  W,  630,  and  1  Phil- 
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The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

This  question  depends  on  the  words  of  the  will,  and 
whether  the  powers  of  sale  thereby  given  is  given  to      Nov,  13. 
TkmatSeacombe  and  Thomas  Brassey  as  individuals  or 
io  the  character  of  executors  of  his  will. 

It  18  settled,  by  repeated  authorities,  that  where  a 
oaked  power  is  given  to  several  persons,  it  cannot  be 
executed  by  the  survivors.  It  is  a  power,  the  execution 
of  which  is  intrusted  to  several  individual  persons  jointly, 
which  can  only  be  executed  by  them  all,  and  if  one  of 
them  should  die  the  authority  will  not  survive.  It  is 
abo  equally  settled,  that  if  the  power  be  annexed  to  the 
office  any  persons  who  fill  the  office  of  executor  will 
have  abo  the  power  which  is  attached  to  that  office. 
The  difficulty  arises  in  cases  like  the  present,  where  the 
power  is  given  to  certain  persons  by  name,  and  they  are 
^  appointed  executors,  and  in  these  cases  the  proper 
distiDGtion  seems  to  be  that  stated  at  the  bar,  viz.  that 
it  is  iacombent  on  the  Court  to  ascertain  in  such  cases 
whether  the  power  is  given  to  the  executor  or  to  the 
pcnoQ.  In  this  case,  I  think  that  the  power  is  given  to 
TkamoM  Seacotnbe  and  Thomas  Brassey  individually, 
snd  not  to  them  in  their  character  of  executors.  That 
It  ii  not  given  to  the  executors  simply  is  ^lain.  The 
words  "  to  my  executors  hereinafter  mentioned"  are,  in 
my  opinion,  equivalent  to  these  words,  viz.  "  to  ray  exe- 
cutors Thomas  Seacombe  and  Thomas  Brassey/ '  whom  I 
b€rd)y  appoint  executors;  in  which  latter  case  I  should 
consider,  that  the  power  was  given  to  the  individuals, 
'niis  view  of  the  case  is  confirmed  by  the  rest  of  the 
TO.  The  executors  are  occasionally  referred  to  gene- 
rally as  "  my  executors,"  and  occasionally  individually 
w  "  my  said  executors."    And  it  was,  in  my  opinion, 

well 
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well  observed  by  Mr.  Baily,  that  the  reference  to  them 
as  individuals  occurs  in  every  case  which  relates  to  the 
sale  of  the  land,  and  not  in  any  other  case.  Thus  the 
direction  to  carry  on  the  business  of  the  testator,  to  get 
in  and  convert  his  personal  estate,  and  to  vary  securities, 
is  intrusted  "  to  my  executors"  generally ;  but  the  direc- 
tion to  sell  is  given  to  "  my  executors  hereinafter  men-^ 
tioned;"  and  the  direction  to  invest  the  monies  arising 
from  the  sale  is  given  "  to  my  said  executors.^'  It  is  fur- 
ther to  be  observed,  that  the  power  to  sell  is  to  be  exer- 
cised with  the  approbation  of  these  trustees  for  the  time 
being,  and  the  will  does  not  contain  any  power  for  the 
appointment  of  new  trustees  when  those  appointed  by 
the  testator  should  fail ;  at  least  so  I  infer,  from  the  cir- 
cumstance, that  no  such  power  is  stated  in  the  case,  and 
that  on  failure  of  the  testator's  trustees,  new  trustees  were 
appointed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  December,  1861. 
This  power,  therefore,  was  to  be  executed,  subject  to  the 
approbation  of  certain  persons  appointed  by  the  testator 
or  of  the  survivor  of  them.  This  also  confirms  the  con- 
struction already  stated,  as  it  appears  to  show  the  tes- 
tator's belief,  that  the  power  could  be  executed  by  the 
persons  named  as  executors  only  while  they  were  alive 
and  held  the  office,  it  being  restricted  to  be  executed 
with  the  consent  of  his  trustees  or  of  the  survivor  of 
them,  and  it  being  probable  that  a  sufficient  time  would 
elapse,  before  the  death  of  both  the  trustees  occurred,  to 
enable  the  executors  to  execute  this  power. 


It  is  to  be  observed  also,  that  he  makes,  in  the  same 
sentence,  a  distinction  (which  for  this  purpose  is  mate- 
rial) between  the  trustees  and  the  executors,  inasmuch 
as  he  directs  the  sale  to  be  made  by  the  executors  there- 
inafter mentioned,  but  the  sale  is  to  take  place  with  the 
approbation  of  these  trustees  for  the  time  being.  If  he 
had  intended  to  give  the  power  to  the  office,  he  would, 

probably, 
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probably,  have  used  the  same  expression,  and  would 
ha?e  confided  the  power,  not  to  the  executors  herein- 
after mentioned,  but  to  the  executors  for  the  time  being. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  power  is  given  to 
the  two  executors  nominatim,  and  not  in  their  executorial 
character;  and  that  consequently  it  could  only  be  exe- 
cuted by  them  jointly. 

I  forbear  to  say  anything  on  the  question  raised  at  the 
bar,  as  to  the  implied  power  of  sale  in  the  executors 
further  than  this :  that  in  the  peculiar  terms  of  the  will, 
and  the  expressed  power  directly  given  to  the  executors, 
I  am  of  opinion,  that  no  such  power  of  sale  can  be  im- 
plied. And  I  also  forbear  to  say  anything  as  to  another 
question  raised  at  the  bar ;  viz.  whether  the  testator  can 
be  considered  to  have  reposed  any  confidence  in  the 
trustees  appointed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery.  The 
result  of  my  opinion  is,  that  this  second  question  must 
be  answered  by  saying,  that  the  will  o(  Joseph  Harrison 
docs  not  empower  the  Plaintiff,  Thomas  Brassey,  with 
the  approbation  of  Samuel  Holme  and  John  Ravens- 
croft,  to  sell  the  estates  subject  to  the  trusts  by  such 
will  declared  of  the  freehold  estates  thereby  expressed 
to  be  devised  to  William  Ravenscroft  and  John  Fisher. 


1862. 


Brasset 

V. 

Chalmers. 


NoTB.— The  Lords  Justices,  on  appeal,  did  not  concur  in  this  de- 
cinoD.  The  case  was  not  very  ftilly  argued,  but  Houtll  v.  Bamei 
(Ctfi,  Cor.  382)  was  principally  relied  on.  Another  suit  of  Seacome 
▼.  BobHCt  wa>»  at  their  suggestion,  instituted,  making  all  persons 
iotemted  parties;  and  it  appearing  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court, 
that  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties,  not  mi  juris,  that  the 
attempted  partition  should  be  confirmed,  it  was  confirmed  accordingly; 
and  QD  the  qiecial  case,  it  was  then  declared,  that  the  will  oX  Joseph  Bar- 
ritim  empowered  Braaey,  with  the  consent  of  Holme  and  Ravenscroft, 
toidL 
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Nov.  8, 13. 
A  mort|;ageey 
after  being  in 
possession 
more  than 
twenty  years 
without  ac- 
count or  ac- 
knowledg- 
ment, wrote  to 
the  Plaintifib' 
solicitor, — **  I 
have  received 
yours  of  the 
2nd  instant ;  I 
do  not  see  the 
use  of  meeting 
either  here  or 
at  M.,  unless 
some  one  is 
ready  with  the 
money  to  pay 
me  off." 
Held,  that  this 
was  a  sufficient 
acknowledg- 
ment to  take 
the  case  out  of 
the  statute  (3 
4-  4  Will.  4, 
c.  27,  f .  28). 

Letters  writ- 
ten by  a  mort- 
gagee to  his 
own  solicitor 
cannot  affect 
the  mort- 
gagee's right 
to  the  benefit 
of  the  statute 
of  limitations. 


STANSFIELD  and  Others,  on  behalf,  &c.t;.  HOBSON, 

TN  this  case,  the  trustees  of  a  building  society  had 
■^  mortgaged  the  property  to  the  Defendant  Hobson, 
who  entered  into  possession  in  1825,  and  had  ever  since 
retained  possession.  The  only  acknowledgment  which 
the  Court  considered  of  importance  was  contained  in  a 
letter,  written  by  Hobson  to  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor  on 
the  5th  of  February  J  1850,  which  contained  the  follow- 
ing passage : — "  I  have  received  yours  of  the  2nd  instant. 
I  do  not  see  the  use  of  a  meeting  here  or  in  Manchester^ 
unless  some  party  is  ready  with  the  money  to  pay  me  off  J* 

The  Plaintiffs,  by  the  present  claim,  sought  to  redeem 
the  property. 

Mr.  Elmshy  and  Mr.  Osborne,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  iJ.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Humphreys^  for  the  Defend- 
ant, contended,  that  this  was  not  a  sufficient  acknow- 
ledgment of  the  mortgagor's  title  or  right  of  redemption 
within  the  3  ^  4  Will  4,  c.  27,  s.  28. 

Trulock  V.  Robey  (a) ;  Hodle  v.  Healey  (b) ;  Batchelor 
V.  Middleton  (c) ;  Hyde  v.  Johnson  {d\  were  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  there  was  no 
acknowledgment,  unless  the  above  letter  amounted  to 
one;  and  he  reserved  his  judgment  on  that  point. 

The 


(a)  12  Sim,  402. 
(6)  6  Madd.  185. 


(c)  6  Hare,  75. 

id)  2  jBing.  JV.  C.  776. 
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Tki'VlASTER  of  the  Rolls.  Stah bpield 

Tlis  it  a  claim  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  redeeming  Homom. 
tD  estate  mortgaged  to  John  Hobson,  and  the  only  ques-  Nov.  13. 
ttoo  which  arises  is,  whether  a  letter  sent  by  him  to  the 
solicitor  of  the  mortgagor,  or  of  one  of  the  mortgagors, 
in  February,  1860,  after  twenty  years  had  elapsed  ffom 
the  time  when  Hobson  had  entered  into  possession,  is 
such  an  acknowledgment  as  to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute.  I  expressed  my  opinion  at  the  hearing,  which 
I  now  repeat,  that  the  letters  written  by  Hobson  to  his 
own  solicitor  can,  in  no  degree,  affect  his  right  to  the 
benefit  of  the  statute  {a)  as  a  bar  to  the  claim  of  the 
Piaintiffi;  and  I  reserved  my  judgment  as  to  the  effect 
of  the  letter.  It  is  in  these  terms  :— "  Sir,  I  received 
yoors  of  the  2nd  instant  I  do  not  see  the  use  of  a 
meetii^  here  or  in  Manchester^  unless  some  party  is  ready 
^nih  the  money  to  pay  we  off.**  This  was  in  answer  to 
tn  ai^lication  to  ask  him  to  meet ;  but  the  letter  itself 
of  the  2Qd  of  February ^  to  which  this  is  an  answer,  has 
not  been  produced.  I  reserved  my  judgment  for  the 
purpose  of  looking  through  the  authorities,  and  it  ap- 
pears to  me,  that  the  statute  has  only  made  a  difference 
in  this  respect,  that  that  which  before  the  statute  was  a 
snScient  parol  declaration  must  now  be  ''  in  writing, 
flgned  by  the  mortgagee  or  the  person  claiming  through 
hin.''  It  is  very  difficult  to  reconcile  all  the  authorities 
on  this  subject,  which  are  very  various.  I  was  however 
referred  to  one  of  Trulock  v.  Robey ;  and  the  question 
Hj»  whether  the  present  case  can  properly  be  distinguished 
from  it  There  the  letter  was  in  these  terms : — "  Sir, 
concerning  the  business  at  Hendrid,  which  you  know 

nearly 

^.W  ^cheior  v.  Middleton,  6  Hare,  p.  84;  Lucas  v.  Dennison,  13 
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nearly  as  well  as  myself,  as  there  has  been  nothing  kept 
from  you,  which  lam  very  willing  to  settle^  if  your  grand- 
daughter is  of  age.  I  never  told  you  any  other  way's, 
as  I  have  been  informed  she  has  been  the  heiress  of  what 
there  is."  The  Vice-Chajicellor  of  England  held,  that 
the  last-mentioned  letter  was  a  sufficient  acknowledg- 
ment to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  and  an  admis- 
sion of  the  heir's  right  to  redeem  the  mortgage. 

Upon  the  fullest  consideration,  I  cannot  distinguish 
these  two  cases,  both  of  which  appear  to  me  to  be 
acknowledgments  of  the  title  of  the  mortgagor ;  that  is 
to  say,  an  acknowledgment  by  the  mortgagee  that  he 
holds  the  estate  by  mortgage  title.  The  one  letter  ex- 
pressly states,  that  "  he  is  very  willing  to  settle,  if  the 
grand-daughter  is  of  age;"  the  other  infers,  he  will 
meet,  ''  if  some  party  is  ready  to  pay  him  off;"  and  I 
think  that  I  could  not  hold  that  this  letter  was  not  a 
sufficient  acknowledgment  within  the  statute,  without 
overruling  the  case  of  Trulock  v.  Robey,  It  is  very 
difficult  to  say  whether  Trulock  v.  Robey  is  quite  consis- 
tent with  all  the  other  cases ;  but  it  is  impossible  to  read 
the  numerous  cases,  in  which  expressions  have  been  held 
to  amount  to  an  admission  of  the  mortgagor's  title  within 
the  statute,  without  seeing  that  they  run  upon  very  fine 
distinctions,  and  some  of  them  are  so  extremely  difficult 
to  reconcile,  that  I  think  I  should  do  wrong,  if  I  were 
not  to  follow  the  latest  decision  which  appears  to  me  to 
govern  this  case. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  in  this  case  there  must 
be  a  decree  for  redemption. 

Note. — Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices,  March  2,  1853. 
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PEGG  V.  WISDEN. 

Nov.  16. 
riS  the2lst  of  April,  1846,  the  Plaintiff  entered  into  a  A  tenant  was 

contract  with  the  Defendant,  which  was  expressed  charing  clause 

in  a  letter  addressed  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant,  at  any  time 

in  the  following  terras  : — "  Dear  sir,  I  undertake  and  years,  by 

agree  to  hire  of  you  the  house  and  buildin&cs  called  S^^^^S  three 
^  -^  °  months  notice. 

New  England  Farm,  at  a  rental  of  lOOZ.  per  annum,  He  gave  the 

from  the  24th  June  now  next  ensuing,  together  with  end^S" four^ 
the  land,  being  about  five  acres,  and   I  agree  to  pay  years,  and  de- 
down  to  you,  on  that  day,  the  sum  of  650/.,  and  it  is  the\h^*""^' 

understood  and  agreed,  that  /  am  to  have  a  purchasing  "jonths 
I         r   1^         .J  ....  elapsed. 

cuaue  of  the  said  estate,  at  any  time  within  nine  years.  Afterwards, 

by  giving  you  three  months  notice,  for  the  sum   of  jSreate^^"^ 

2,5002.  in  addition  to  the  sum  of  650Z."  hostile  mea- 

sures to  com- 

The  Plaintiff  paid  the  650/.,  entered  into  possession,  pietion,  but 

and  made  alterations  and  improvements  on  the  property.  »ul»«queptly 

*  J!    gave  notice. 

On  that  unless 
the  purchase 
"Mxild  be  completed  within  six  weeks,  he  should  treat  the  notice  void  and  the  right  of 
Pi>Rliaiiog  as  forfeited.   The  purchase  was  not  completed  within  the  six  weeks.    Held, 
■n^  that  thoiu;h  a  conditional  right  to  purchase  must  be  strictly  complied  with,  yet 
tune  vat  not,  ra  this  case,  of  the  essence  of  the  contract ;  secondly,  that  if  it  had  been, 
*^«t  waived  by  the  landlord's  insisting  on  the  contract  after  the  expiration  of  the  three 
■^W'Ai;  thirdly,  that  time  was  not  made  of  the  essence  of  the  contract  by  the  notice; 
^  fourthly,  that  six  weeks  was  not,  under  the  circumstances,  a  reasonable  time. 
,  A  purchaser  having  retained  the  abstract  for  five  months,  made  no  objections  to  the 
utle,  but  amply  required  the  vendor  to  verify  the  abstract  with  the  titlenleeds.     Held, 
™  he  most  be  deemed  to  have  accepted  the  title. 


1846. Contract. 

1850,  Kay  14.  Notice  to  purchase. 
1850,Jii/y4.   Abstract  sent 
1850,  Jj^.  14.  Three  months  expire. 
1850,  Sept.  4.  Defendant's  letter. 


1 850,  N(W,  2  Notice  to  complete. 
1850,  I>fc.  5.  >  ^  , 

1850,  Dec.  6.  }  Correspondence. 

1850,  Dec,  14.  Six  weeks  expire. 

1851,  Jan.  10.  Bill. 


you  XVI. 


240  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1862.  On  the   14th  of  May,  1860,  the  Plaintiff  gave  the 

Defendant  notice  to  purchase,  i^nd  required  an  abstract 
of  title,  which  was  not  sent  until  the  4th  of  July.  The 
three  months  expired  on  the  14th  o{  August,  after  which, 
on  the  4th  of  September,  the  Defendant's  solicitor  wrote 
as  follows : — "  It  is  now  more  than  three  months  since 
Mr.  Pegg  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  purchase,  and 
our  client  is  very  urgent.  We  should  be  very  sorry  to 
take  any  hostile  measures^  but  shall  be  obliged  to  do  so, 
if  there  be  any  further  delay,  and  hope  to  hear  froai 
you  without  loss  of  time." 

On  the  2nd  of  November,  the  Defendant  gave  the 
Plaintiff  notice,  that  unless  he  completed  his  purchase 
on  or  before  the  14th  of  December,  1860,  he  should 
treat  the  notice  of  purchase  void,  and  the  right  of 
purchase  as  forfeited.  On  the  6th  of  December,  the 
Plaintiff's  solicitor  applied  to  know  where  the  deeds 
might  be  examined,  which  application  was  answered  on 
the  6th  of  December,  and  disputes  then  arose  as  to  the 
costs  to  be  borne  by  the  Defendant,  and  some  profitless 
correspondence  took  place  on  the  subject. 

The  six  weeks  having  expired  on  the  14th  of  December, 
the  Defendant  refused  to  complete,  and  the  Plaintiff 
filed  bis  bill  for  a  specific  performance  on  the  10th  of 
January,  1861.     The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Bevir,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  called  on  the  Defendant. 

Mr.  Wdlcock  and  Mr.  Hingeston,  for  the  Defendant. 
Where  a  tenant  has  the  option  of  purchasing  an  estate 
the  conditions  must  be  strictly  complied  with,  otherwise 

the 
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the  right  is  lost.  The  case  is  similar  to  the  right  of  1852. 
repurchasing  an  annuity.  As  to  this.  Lord  Cottenham,  in 
J(y^,Birck{a),  thus  laid  down  the  law  :— "  It  is  a  well 
establighed  rule,  that  under  a  clause  of  repurchase  of 
this  description,  being  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
tn  interest,  the  terms  of  the  proviso  of  repurchase  must 
be  strictly  complied  with.  That  doctrine  was  clearly 
laid  down  in  Barrell  v.  Sabine  (b),  and  it  was  confirmed 
in  a  case,  in  this  house,  of  Ensworth  v.  Griffiths  (c). 
In  Ikm  T.  ThomcLs{d)j  Sir  John  Leach  said,  *  Where 
there  is  no  stipulation  for  penalty  or  forfeiture,  but  a 
prifilege  is  conferred,  provided  money  be  paid  within  a 
stated  time,  there  the  party  claiming  the  privilege  must 
show  that  the  money  was  paid  accordingly.'  In  Barrell 
▼.Sfl4i»e(J)  it  was  held,  that  where  there  is  a  clause  or 
provision  in  the  conveyance  for  the  vendor  to  re-pur- 
chase, the  time  limited  for  that  purpose  ought  to  be 
precisely  observed.  It  was  therefore  necessary  for  the 
party  daiming  the  right  to  repurchase,  strictly  to  comply 
with  the  terms  of  the  provision  ;  he  was  bound  to  give 
a  regular  notice,  and  he  was  also  bound  to  pay  accord- 
ing to  that  notice,  unless  he  was  prevented  from  doing 
so  by  the  situation  of  the  party  to  whom  the  notice  was 
given,  or  who  was  to  receive  the  money.  He  was  bound 
Ikwefore  to  show  that  he  paid  the  money,  or  did  do 
that  which  was  equivalent  in  law  to  payment." 

Secondly. — But  even  if  time  be  not  originally  of  the 
c^ence  of  the  contract,  it  may  be  made  so  by  notice, 
^here  there  has  been  an  improper  delay  in  completing, 
^^^g  T.  WiUon{e),   and    Southcomb  v.    The  Bishop 

of 

{«)  4  a  4-  Fin.  p.  89.  {d)  1  Hum.  4-  Mylne,  506. 

(*)  1  Kera.  268.  (e)  6  Btav.  124. 

W  5  BrtNMi'f  P.  C.  184. 

r2 


Pego 

V. 


242  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1852.  ^f  Exeter{a).  Here  due  notice  has  been  given  and 
has  expired,  and  the  contract  and  all  right  to  purchase 
has  ceased.  By  the  notice,  the  power  to  purchase 
WisDEN.  became  exhausted  and  could  not  be  afterwards  exercised ; 
if  it  were  otherwise,  the  Plaintiff  might  go  on  for  nine 
years  giving  notice  to  purchase  every  three  months  and 
making  default.  Such  cannot  be  the  reasonable  con- 
struction of  the  contract. 

Thirdly. — If  a  decree  be  made,  there  must  be  no 
reference  as  to  title,  as  it  has  been  accepted.  They  also 
referred  to  Toumley  v.  Be(iwell(b)  and  Lawes  v.  Ben-- 
nett{c). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  no  doubt  as  to  some  portion  of  the  decree 
which  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to.  I  fully  concur  in  the 
observation  as  to  the  law  of  the  Court;  but  the  only 

question  is  as  to  its  application. 

« 

The  first  point  was,  whether  under  the  contract  I  was 
to  read  the  following  words  in  this  contract—"  I  am  to 
have  a  purchasing  clause  of  the  estate,  at  any  time 
within  nine  years,  by  giving  you  three  months'  notice, 
for  the  sum  of  2,500/.  in  addition  to  the  sum  of  650/." 
to  mean  this: — "I  am  to  have,  &c.;  but  if,  at  the 
expiration  or  end  of  three  months,  the  purchase  is  not 
completed,  the  option  shall  be  gone,  and  you  shall  not 
be  entitled  to  purchase  the  estate  at  all."  I  am  of 
opinion  that  to  introduce  such  a  clause  would  be  not 
only  straining  the  words  of  the  contract,  but  be  intro- 
ducing 

(a)  6  Hare,  213.  (6)  14  Ves.  591. 

(c)  Cited  14  Ves,  596. 
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ducing  souetbing  totally  foreign  to  the  intention  of  the        1852. 
parties. 

I  concur  in  this  : — that  this  case  must  be  looked  at  as 
anordinary  caseof  a  purchase  by  a  tenant  from  his  land- 
lord; and  that  if  a  landlord  lets  property  to  a  tenant, 
and  says, "  You  shall  have  the  opportunity  of  purchas- 
ing within  a  given  time/'  the  condition  is  to  be  con- 
strued strictly.  Here  three  months'  notice  was  to  be 
given,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that,  at  the  expiration  of  the 
three  months  from  the  14th  of  May,  the  relation  of 
fendor  and  purchaser  was  constituted  between  the 
parties,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  had  ceased  to  be  tenant, 
and,  in  equity,  became  owner  of  the  estate. 

Is  time  of  the  essence  of  the  contract  ?  In  terms  it 
is  not,  and  it  cannot  be  said,  that,  if  the  contract  be  not 
completed  at  the  end  of  three  months,  the  contract  is 
determined.  But  if  time  had  originally  been  of  the 
«8eDce  of  the  contract,  I  think  it  was  waived.  The 
▼cndor  was  fifty-one  days  before  he  delivered  the  ab- 
rtract,  and  after  the  three  months  had  expired,  he 
"wisted  on  the  contract;  for  on  the  4th  of  September 
Rewrites,  in  effect,  "if  there  be  any  further  delay  in 
completing,  I  must  take  hostile  measures  to  compel 
yoo."  I  thinky  therefore,  that  the  three  months  did 
w>t  limit  any  time,  and  that,  if  it  did,  it  was  waived 
•>y  that  letter. 

Ilie  argument  rested  on  the  notice  on  the  2nd  of  iVb- 
w«i«r,  1860,  in  which  the  Defendant  said,  if  you  do 
not  complete  within  six  weeks,  I  shall  insist  that  the 
contract  is  at  an  end.  There  is  a  great  peculiarity 
in  this  case,  arising  out  of  the  relation  of  the  parties. 
1^  purchaser  was  in  possession,  interest  was  paid 
either  in  the  shape  of  rent  or  as  interest,  and  the  De- 
fendant 
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1 852.  fendant  peremptorily  fixes  six  weeks  for  the  completion  of 
the  purchase.  What  takes  place?  The  Defendant  has 
never  waived  the  six  weeks;  but  he  has  given  the  Plain- 
WisDEN.  tiff  a  shorter  time  to  complete  than  he  himself  took  for 
the  delivery  of  the  absti^ct.  In  the  meantime,  the  pur- 
chaser goes  on  to  complete,  and  during  the  interval, 
takes  steps  to  satisfy  himself  of  the  title,  and  proceeds 
to  examine  whether  the  abstract  corresponded  with  the 
deeds.  This  goes  on  down  to  the  10th  of  December, 
1850,  when  a  foolish  squabble  arose  as  to  the  expenses, 
which  seems  to  have  been  settled.  This  occasioned 
some  delay  in  the  verification  of  the  abstract,  and  five 
more  days  having  elapsed,  the  Defendant  says,  **  I  bind 
you  to  the  six  weeks,  and  will  not  complete  the  pur- 
chase," and  he  obliges  the  Plaintiff  to  file  bis  bill  on 
the  10th  of  January,  1851. 

In  this  state  of  things,  I  am  of  opinion  that  time  was 
not  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  and  was  not  made 
so,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  a  specific 
performance  of  the  contract. 

I  concur  with  the  authorities,  that  where  a  condition 
is  necessary  to  be  performed  by  one  to  entitle  him  to 
become  a  purchaser,  it  must  be  strictly  performed.  I 
concur  also  in  the  decisions,  that  where  time  is  not  ori- 
ginally the  essence  of  the  contract,  it  may,  in  the  case 
of  improper  delay,  be  made  so  by  notice ;  but  I  think 
the  relation  between  these  parties  was  such,  that  six 
weeks  was  not  a  reasonable  time  within  which  the  De- 
fendant was  entitled  to  insist  on  having  it  performed. 

1  think  the  Plaintiff  must  be  taken  as  having  ac- 
cepted the  title.  As  to  possession,  the  case  is  diffe- 
rent where  a  party  takes  possession,  and  where  he  is 
already  in  possession ;  but  considering  the  time  which 

has 
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has  elapsed  subsequent  to  the  delivery  of  the  abstract, 
that  no  objection  has  ever  been  raised  or  inquiries  made 
a«  to  the  title,  and  that  all  that  the  Plaintiff  has  re- 
quired has  been  to  verify  the  abstract,  I  think  it  must 
be  taken  that  there  has  been  an  acceptance  of  the  title. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer. — ^There  is  no  allegation  in  the  plead- 
ings that  the  title  has  been  accepted. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Then  as  I  cannot  say  that  there  has  been  an  accept- 
ance of  the  title,  I  will,  if  the  Defendant  asks  it,  give 
bim  a  week  to  bring  his  objections  into  ray  chambers, 
^  they  will  then  be  argued  in  open  Court.  I  shall 
not  follow  the  rule  as  to  inquiring  when  a  good  title 
was  first  shown,  for  the  Plaintiff  having  succeeded  is 
eotitled  to  the  costs  down  to  the  hearing. 


Re  MATTHEWS. 


Nov.  19. 
Mr.  ma  TTHEWS,  a  solicitor  of  this  Court,  had,  A  loUcitor 

for  family  reasons,  changed  his  name,  and  as-  chlnwd  his 

Mmedthatof  Chamherlain  in  addition.     A  motion  was  name,  a  cor- 

now  made  on  his  behalf,  that  a  corresponding  alteration  variation  was 

might  be  made  on  the  Roll  of  Solicitors.    The  motion  ^^^^"^  ^}^ 

made  on  the 
^^  supported  by  an  affidavit  that  the  change  had  not  roll  of  soli- 

l^ccn  made  with  any  improper  motive.  citors. 

.  Mr.  Beavan,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

^Master  of  the  Rolls  directed  the  usual  order 
to  he  made.     It  was  accordingly  ordered,  that  the  name 
of  Ckamherlain  should  be  entered  on  the  Roll  of  Soli- 
citors 
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1852.       citors  opposite  the  name  of  J.  Matthews^  so  that  the 
''^^^'^      name  of  J.  Matthews  should  stand  as  J.  Matthews 

Re 
Matthews.    Chamberlain,  and  that  an  indorsement  be  made  accord- 
ingly on  the  admission  of  the  said  J.  Matthews. 

Note. — See  Ex  parte  Jame*,  5  Exch,  R.  310;  Ex  pane  Moses,  19 
Law  J,  (Q.  B.)  345;  Rv  parte  Dearden,  5  Exch.  Rep,  740;  Ex 
}yarte  Daggett,  1  L ,  M.  4-  P.  1. 


jf^  20.  PENNY  V.  PICKWICK. 

In  1819,  a  Tfj  1781   five  persons  obtained  a  lease  of  a  colliery  for 

person  entitled  I          ^                         ,  .  ,                  ^ 

to  a  share  in  a  fifty  years,   which    was   afterwards    extended   for 

company  be-  ^'^'"'^y  ™^^^  years,  at  a  royalty,  and  they  established 

came  bank-  a  company   called   "  The   Camerton  Coal  Company." 

dends  were*'  Matthew  Brickdale,  who,  by  assignment,  was  entitled 

declared  in  to  two  twentieth  shares,  became  bankrupt  in  1819.    The 

1831,  1838,  ^        .     '               ^               ; 

and  subse-  company  was  then  m  a  very  depressed  state,  no  divi- 

quently.   The  dg^d  having  been  declared  since  1816,  and  it  was  then 

shares  were  considerably  in  debt.     No  claim  was  made  by  his  as- 

a^s"para°e^ac-°  ^^g^^^^,  and  the  concern  continued  altogether  unpro- 

count  in  the  fitable  until  1831,  when  another  dividend  was  declared. 

books  down  to  No  further  dividend  was  declared  until  1838,  and  then 

1850,  but  no  ^  resolution,  unauthorized  by  any  power  in  thfi  deed,  was 

Claim  was 

made  by  the  come  to,  forfeiting  the  shares,  but  directing  the  profits  to 

that^^ear ""  ^^  carried  to  a  separate  account,  "  to  be  dealt  with  as 

Held,  that  the  the  company  should  subsequently  order." 
right  of  the 

these  dividends  Subsequently,  dividends  were  annually  declared  and 

still  subsisted,  carried  over  in  the  company's   books,  to  an  account 

but  that  they  ^      "^ 

were  not  en-  headed 
titled  to  any  profits  made  by  their  retainer. 


DATES. 


1816.  Dividend. 
1819.  Bankruptcy. 
1831.  Next  dividend. 


1838.  Dividend  anl  resolution 

forfeiting  shares 
1850.  First  claim  of  assignees. 


Penny 
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beaded,  "The  proprietors  of  a  share  in  this  concern,  1852. 
beretofore  Mr.  Brickdale's"  In  March ^  1849,  these 
dividends  amounted  in  the  whole  to  2,432/.  In  1850, 
the  assignees  of  Brickdale,  for  the  first  time,  claimed  Pickwick. 
these  dividends,  and  the  payment  being  resisted,  they 
filed  this  claim,  in  1862,  against  the  other  proprietors, 
for  payment  of  the  2,432/.  and  of  the  profit  made  there- 
with by  the  Defendants. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Kinglake,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
If  the  bankruptcy  worked  a  dissolution,  it  then  be- 
came the  duty  of  the  managing  body  to  sell  and  wind 
op  the  concern,  otherwise  the  assignees  continued  en- 
titled to  the  profits.  There  was  no  ground  for  any 
claim  until  a  dividend  had  been  declared,  and  then  it 
was  carried  over  to  the  account  of  Brickdales  shares. 

If  the  Statute  of  Limitations  be  relied  on  by  the  De- 
feodants,  the  answer  is,  that  it  is  inapplicable  to  the 
case.  First,  because  it  is  a  case  of  partnership  and  open 
account;  secondly,  because  the  legal  owners  of  the 
lease  are  trustees ;  and  thirdly,  because  there  has  been 
an  acknowledgment  of  the  right  of  the  representatives 
of  BmkdaUf  and  an  annual  appropriation  to  them  of 
the  dividends  on  their  shares.  There  has  been  no  ad- 
vene possession,  to  allow  the  statute  to  operate ;  Picker- 
MV  ▼•  iorrf  Stamford  (a). 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  BaggaWty,  contrcL.  Thirty-three 
yearahave  elapsed  since  the  bankruptcy,  and  no  demand 
has  ever  been  made  by  the  assignees.  They  are  therefore 
I^anred  by  their  laches,  by  the  lapse  of  time,  and  the  Statute 
of  Limitations.  In  a  trading  concern,  the  assignees  were 
bound  to  take  upon  themselves  the  responsibilities  of 

partners 
(fl)  2  Ve$.jun.  272 ;  3  Ve$,  332. 
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partners,  if  they  intended  to  claim  the  benefit  of  the 
shares.  They  could  not  stand  by  and  take  the  chance 
of  the  profits,  without  incurring  the  responsibility  of  the 
losses,  Prendergast  v.  Turtan  (a).  The  private  memo- 
randa of  the  company  in  their  own  books,  uncommuni- 
cated  to  the  assigness,  could  not  give  them  any  right 
which  they  did  not  independently  possess. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  that  the  PlaintilTs  are  entitled  to  a  decree,  and 
that  Prendergast  v.  Turton  does  not  apply.  There,  a 
party,  whose  share  had  been  forfeited,  thought  fit  to  lie 
by  and  see  if  the  company  should  become  prosperous, 
and  he  made  no  claim  for  a  long  period  of  time.  Here  the 
case  is  perfectly  distinct.  I  cannot  see  what  steps  the 
assignees  could  have  taken  until  1831 ;  for  until  that 
time,  the  partnership  was  producing  no  profit  at  all.  It 
is  suggested,  that  a  bill  ought  to  have  been  filed  as  soon 
as  a  dividend  had  been  declared.  If  the  company  had 
only  declared  this  dividend  in  1831,  if  no  claim  had 
been  made  from  that  time  to  the  present,  and  the  assig- 
nees had  then,  for  the  first  time,  insisted  on  their  right, 
a  different  state  of  circumstances  would  have  arisen. 
But,  here,  the  company  have  all  along  treated  these  as 
existing  shares  and  like  the  shares  of  all  other  pro- 
prietors. They  have  ascertained  the  profits  with  refer- 
ence to  them,  divided  them  in  proportion,  and  carried 
over  the  dividends  in  their  books  to  the  use  of  the  pro- 
prietors of  these  shares.  The  last  entry  is  in  the  year 
1849,  when  they  acknowledge  that  this  amount  of  divi- 
dends is  due  to  the  proprietors,  *'  to  be  dealt  with,"  it  is 
said,  "  as  the  company  should  subsequently  order;"  but 
that  does  not  mean  that  the  persons  who  claim  under 

Matthew 
(a)  1   You.  Sf  ColL  C.  C.  98. 


PsNNr 

V. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  249 

Matthew  Brickdale  are  not  to  be  entitled.     Down  to        1852. 

1849,  as  it  appears  to  roe,  there  is  a  recognition  by  the 

persons  who  managed  the  concern,  that  in  respect  of 

BrichdaWi  shares,  the  persons  who  were  entitled  to      Pickwick. 

these  shares  were  entitled  to  this  amonnt.     \  am  of 

opinion  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  amount  of 

these  dividends,  though  not  to  the  profits.     If  they  had 

applied  earlier,  they  could  have  obtained  payment. 

The  Plaintiffs  must  have  the  general  costs,  for  their 
case  was  resisted  by  the  company,  in  contradiction  to 
the  entries  in  their  books. 


MARSHALL  v.  FOWLER. 

A  Nov.  20. 

TESTATOR  died  in  1837,  having  bequeathed  his  The  whole  of 

residuary  estate  to  one  for  life,  with  remainder  to  *£?"A^  i^ 

^  class.  band,  in  right 

of  his  wife,  nad 
become  en- 
la  1851,  the  tenant  for  life  died,  and  Mrs.  Marshall,  titled,  settled, 

^  wife  of  John  Marshall,  then  became,  as  one  of  the  assiniee,  on 

class,  entitled   to  468/.  Consols,    660/.  Three-and-a-  the  wife  and 

children,  the 
quarter  per  cents,  and  1,213/.  Reduced.     She  was  also  husband  being 

entitled  (subject  to  the  existing  life  interest  of  W.  F.)  to  lUJJj^entti^^ 
one-fifteenth  of  4,000/.  Three-and-a-quarter  per  cents,     cumstances. 

In  1838  and  1841,  Mr.  Marshall  ^nd  his  wife  had 
^^signed  their  interest  in  the  residue  to  secure  certain 
monies,  which  were  now  claimed  by  the  Defendant 
-PtenoH. 

Mrs.  Marshall  filed  this  claim  against  the  executors, 
-Ptenon  and  her  husband,  claiming  to  have  the  fund 
settled. 

No 


Marshall 
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No  settlement  had  ever  been  made  on  her;  and  her 
husband,  who  had  formerly  carried  on  the  trade  of  a 
brewer,  had  since  1841  become  utterly  insolvent,  and 
Fowler.  had  no  means  of  supporting  his  family,  except  through 
the  bounty  of  his  friends  and  casual  employment  as 
an  accountant.    They  had  six  children,  three  under  age, 

Mr,  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Morris,  for  the  PlaintiflT, 
asked,  that  the  whole  fund  might  be  settled,  the  hus- 
band being  insolvent,  and  unable  to  support  his  family. 

Mr.  Pearson,  for  the  Defendant  Pierson,  argued, 
that  the  whole  fund  ought  not  to  be  settled  to  the  utter 
exclusion  of  the  rights  of  the  husband. 

Brett  V.  GreentoeH(a);  Napier  v.  Napier{b);  In  re 
Cutler  (c);  Scott  v.  Spashett  (d) ;  Dunkley  v.  Dunk- 
ley  (e)',  and  see  Ex  parte  Pugh{f);  Carter  v.  Tag- 
gart  (g). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  directed  the  income  of  the 
whole  fund  in  possession  to  be  paid  to  Mrs.  Marshall 
for  her  life,  for  her  separate  use,  &c.,  with  remainder  to 
her  children,  with  liberty  to  apply  as  to  the  one-fifteenth 
of  the  4,000/.  when  it  should  fall  into  possession. 

(a)  3  r.  4-  ColL  230.  (e)  2  Be  G.,  A/.  Sf  G.  390. 

(6)  1  Dm,  4-  War,  410.  (J')  1  Drewry,  202. 

(c)  14  Beav.  220.  {g)  5  De  G.  <5  Sm.  49. 
{d)  3  Macn,  if  G.  599. 
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ROUTH  V.  TOMLINSON. 

JVbr.  9,  22. 
T  the  decree  made  in  1860,  a  reference  was  directed  Application 
to  the  Master,  and  it  was  ordered,  that  the  De-  chancery  Im- 
fetM.^3ant  should  be  examined  upon  interroffatories,  as  the  provement 
A4a:^.ster  should  direct.     The  15  ^  16  Vict.  c.  80,  and  15  examine  a  De- 
g-  X  «Fic/.c.86,having  passed,  it  was  now  moved,  that  the  ^^^^^1!^ 
^^  ^^«ter  might  be  at  liberty  or  be  directed,  to  permit  the  Master's  Of- 
F^l^a^intiff  to  examine  the  Defendant  Tomlinson  viva  voce  jh^  decree  ' 

i  «^  ^'fc^ad  of  upon  interrogatories.  having  direct^ 

ed  the  exa- 
mination upon 

J^r.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  W.  U.  Clark,  in  support  of  the  *"Jf^' 
«^c:^^*on,  relied  on  15  ^  16  Vict.  c.  80,  ss.  7,  13,  29,  30, 
31   ^   38,39;  16  *  16  Fic/.  c.  86,  w.  39,  40;  and  Caifc  v. 
^^^::^^er  {a). 

^IMr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Kinglake,  contra.— The  Court 

^«^^,  by  its  decree,  ordered  the  examination  to  be  on 

^■^^:«rrogatories,  and  the  decree  cannot  be  varied  on  mo- 

'^^^'i.     If  the  Master  has  jurisdiction,  the  order  asked  is 

^»^ necessary;  if  he  has  not,  the  act  does  not  authorize 

^«e    Court  to  give  it  to  him,  Mildmay  v.  Methuen{b). 

*  h^    proper  course  is  to  allow  the  Master  to  proceed, 

^^d     if  he  is  wrong,  to  except  to  his  report,  for  no  case 

**   ^t.  present  shown  for  interfering  with  his  discretion. 


^Vie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

*     will  not  dispose  of  this  case  until  I  have  consulted 

^    «ther  J  udges. 

The 

{a)  V.-a  Stuart,  Nov. 8,  1852.  (6)  1  Drewryy2l6. 


262 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1862. 


TOMLINSON. 

Nov.  22. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  consulted  the  other  Judges,  and  we  are  of 
opinion,  that  the  Acts  do  not  apply  to  causes  which 
were  in  the  Masters'  OflBces  when  they  came  into  opera- 
tion.    I  must  therefore  refuse  the  motion. 


Note. — See  Wood  v.  Homfray^  14  Bean,  7. 


MELLERS  V.  The  Duke  of  DEVONSHIRE. 

Nw.  22. 
Demurrer  al-     fTHHIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  demurrer, 
by  the  lemee  *"^  according  to  the  statements  of  the  bill,  the 

of  a  coal  mine,  Duke  oi  Devonshire  and  another,  on  the  26th  of  Sep- 

to  be  relieved  _         tr.^^  i       ,  ^ 

from  his  rent     temoer,  1826,  granted  a  lease  for  twenty-one  years  to 

on  the  ground    Mellers,  of  all  or  so  much  of  specified  coal  mines  as 

or  a  deficiency  '  ^ 

of  the  coal  to     could  be  laid  dry,  at  a  rent  of  55.  and  a  royalty  of  120/. 

for  every  acre  of  Blackwell  hard  coal,  and  60/.  for  every 

acre  of  Dunshill  coal,  which  should  be  raised  during 

the  term.      Mellers  covenanted  to  pay  the  rent  and 

royalty,  and,  in  every  year,  to  raise  **  not  less  than  two 

nantedtowork  acres  o(  Blackwell  hard  coal  and  two  acres  of  Dunshill 

not  ess  than     qq2^\^  or  pay  for  such  respective  quantities,  in  each  and 

every  year,  after  the  rates  aforesaid,  whether  the  same 

should  be  got  or  not" 


be  worked, 

A.  demised 
a  coal  mine  to 
JB.  at  60/.  per 
acre  for  the 
coal  gotten, 
and  B,  cove- 


two  acres  an- 
nually or  pay 
the  rent  for 
that  quantitv, 
**  whether  the 
same  should 
be  got  or  not.' 
There  was  a 
proviso  for 
cesser  if  all 
the  coal  was 

exhausted.  At  the  end  of  the  term,  the  lessee,  alleging  that  there  was  a  deficiency  in 
the  coal,  and  that,  from  **  inevitable  causes,"  it  was  impossible  to  get  two  acres  annually, 
and  that  during  the  term  he  had  paid  for  more  than  be  had  got,  sought  to  recover 
back  the  excess.  A  demurrer  was  allowed,  on  the  ground  that  the  covenant  was  ab- 
solute, and  the  lessee  was  bound  to  pay  whether  he  got  the  quantity  or  not,  and  that 
there  was  no  allegation  of  an  actual  exhaustion  of  the  coal. 


And  it  was  provided,  that  if  Mellers  should,  from  any 
unavoidable  accident  happening  to  the  said  works  or 

other 
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other  inevitable  cause,  be  prevented  From  and  unable  to  1862. 
get,  in  any  one  year,  the  respective  quantities  of  coal 
theneinbefore  covenanted  to  be  gotten  or  paid  for  in  each 
and  every  year,  then,  that  he  should  be  at  liberty,  in  Th«  ^^^^  oF 
in  t,be  subsequent  years  of  the  said  term,  to  get  such 
defioiency  in  quantity,  without  paying  any  royalty  for 
the  same ;  and  that  if  Mellers,  his  executors,  administra- 
tors and  assigns,  could  not  sell  the  whole  of  the  Black- 
tD€l£  hard  coal  thereinbefore  covenanted  to  be  gotten,  he 
should  be  at  liberty  to  get  so  much  more  of  the  Duns- 
hill  coal,  as  would  make  up  the  said  yearly  rent  of  «360/., 
^ft^r  the  rates  of  120/.  an  acre  for  the  hard  coal,  and 
60 Z.  an  acre  for  the  soft  coal,  as  aforesaid.  And  that  if, 
f>"oi:xi  digging  in  each  or  any  of  the  preceding  years,  a 
g^i'^^ter  quantity  of  coal  than  was  thereinbefore  stipu- 
*^^t.^^J  to  be  gotten  in  each  year  or  otherwise,  all  the 
^^^1  thereby  intended  to  be  demised  should  be  exhausted 
^^^O^re  the  expiration  of  the  term  thereby  granted,  then 

^•^ci  in  such  case  the  term  thereby  granted  and  the  rents 

^n^ceby  reserved  should  cease  and  be  at  an  end. 

The  term  expired  in  September,  1846,  and  in  June^ 

^^^2,  the  representatives  of  the  lessee  filed  this  bill 

kinst  the  lessors,  alleging  that  before  1826  all  the 

jckwell  coal  which  could  be  laid  dry  had  been  worked 

^*^^  exhausted,  and  that  none  was  afterwards  laid  dry; 

1=^  ut  the  fact  of  such  exhaustion  was,  at  the  time  of 

*^  ^  execution  of  the  said  lease,  wholly  unknown  to  the 

*^^  wlies  thereto." 

"^he  bill  stated,  that  in  consequence  of  '*  meer  faults 

^^^^  distractions"  in  the  mines,  the  lessee,  from  "in- 

^^^'^i  table  causes,"  was  prevented  getting  vmy  Blackwell 

^^^>«/  after  1840,  and,  except  in  five  specified  years,  the 

^^^  acres  o(  Dunshill  coal.    That  during  the  term,  the 

lessee  raised  sixteen  and  a  half  acres  only  of  Blackwell 

hard       ^ 
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1862.        ^^^^  ^^^'^  ^^"^  thirty-three  acres  of  Dunshill,  which  at 
>^^w^^  .    the  rate  per  acre  above  specified  amounted  to  3,776i., 
Mellers      ^^^  |.jj^^  during  the  term  he  had  paid  to  the  lessors 
The  Duke  of  760/.  more  than  that  sum,  and  had  given  a  security  for 
Devonshire.   ^  ftj^ther  sum  of  760/.     It  alleged,  "  that  on  the  settle- 
ment of  all  accounts  under  the  said  lease/'  there  was 
due  to  the  lessee  760/.,  which  ought  to  be  repaid,  and 
the  mortgage  security  ought  to  be  delivered  up  to  be 
cancelled. 

The  bill  charged,  that  the  terms  and  stipulations  of  - 

the  lease,  as  to  the  working  of  the  coals,  could  not  be  ^ 
carried  into  effect,  and  that  no  means  whatever  existed, 

whereby  Mellers  could,  either  before  or  after  the  mort-  

gage  security  was  so  given,  get  or  obtain  coal  equivalent  _-a^ 

to  the  whole  of  the  rent  paid  and  the  760/.  secured  to  ^^i^ 
the  lessors. 

The  bill  prayed  an  account  of  the  coal  raised,  and  of^  ^f 
the  money  paid  by  the  lessee,  and  that  the  balance  due^^^^ 
to  the  lessee  might  be  repaid  and  the  security  de]iveredE=»r<| 
up. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendants  demurred. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Currie,  and  Mr.  Lhyd  anc^^n«d 
Mr.Townsend,  in  support  of  the  two  demurrers. — The  biUt  m^^ 
discloses  no  equity  which  entitles  the  Plaintiffs  to  opei»^^^^ 
the  accounts,  and  to  recover  back  money  voluntarily^  I  *  ""Y 
paid,  Kemp  v.  Pryor  (a) ;  and  even  upon  the  statement-S'  ^^o\s 
in  the  bill,  there  has  been  nothing  over  paid.  There  M  -  '* 
a  positive  covenant  to  pay  for  four  acres  yearly,  and  th  mJ-^^ 
Court  cannot  release  the  tenant  from  that  obligation:^  ^^"^i 
Phillips  V.  Jones  (b),  any  more  than  it  can  from  th^'-^'^* 

paymeri^  '*^^ 

(a)  7  Ves.  237.  (6)  9  Sim.  519. 
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^ytncnt  of  rent,  where,  by  accident  by  fire,  the  thing 

demised  has  been  destroyed,  Leeds  v.   Cheetham{a). 

There  is  no  complication  of  accounts  to  warrant  the 

intcqxwition  of  a  Court  of  Equity,  for  the  figures  are    The  Duke  of 

simple  and  are  stated  in  the  bill,  Dinwiddie  v.  Bailey  ip). 

The  Plaintiffs  are  also  barred  by  the  lapse  of  time. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Bushy  in  support  of  the  bill. 
The  case  cannot  properly  be  determined  on  demurrer, 
for  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  some  equitable  relief. 
The  contract  has  been  entered  into  and  the  over-pay- 
meDts  made,  under  a  mistake  as  to  the  quantity  of 
coal  to  be  worked,  and  by  the  peculiar  form  of  the 
lease  the  over-payments  could  not  be  ascertained  until 
the  determination  of  the  term,  for  until  that  time, 
the  ultimate  deficiency  could  not  be  ascertained,  nor 
could  it  be  determined  that  the  mine  had  been  ex- 
hausted. Inevitable  circumstances  have  prevented  the 
lessee  working  the  due  quantity  of  coal  during  the  term; 
and  this  error  and  mistake  are  a  good  ground  for  relief. 
Secondly. — ^The  covenant  extended  only  to  that  which 
was  demised,  namely,  the  coal  which  could  be  laid  dry, 
aod  the  covenant  to  pay  for  four  acres  annually  is  not 
absolute,  but  modified  by  the  right  to  recoup  any  de- 
ioeocf  in  the  subsequent  years.     The  reddendum  is  • 

br  the  coal  gotten,  and  when  that  had  been  exhausted 
the  rent  ought  not  to  have  been  exacted.  The  object 
was  to  secure  the  diligent  working  of  the  mine,  and  a 
wyahy  on  the  produce.  If  the  lessors  receive  a  royalty 
^  til  that  could  be  got,  that  is  all  that  they  were  en- 
*Med  to,  Smith  v.  Morris  (c).  Thirdly.— The  accounts 
tre  necessarily  complicated,  and  remained  open  until 
the  end  of  the  term ;  besides  this,  mines  form  an  ex- 
ception 

(c)  1  Sim.  146.  (6)  6  Ves.  136. 

(c)  2Bro.  C.C.  311. 

▼OUIVI.  8 
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ception  to  the  general  rule,  that  accounts  must  be  of  s 
complicated  nature  in  order  to  give  this  Court  Jans' 
diction,  Pulieney  v.  Warren  ijb).  The  Plaintiffs  hav< 
The  Duke  of  come  within  six  years,  and  therefore  are  not  barred  b] 
laches  or  lapse  of  time.  Fourthly. — ^The  bill  allege 
over-payment,  and  that  a  large  balance  is  due  to  thi 
Plaintiffs;  this  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  and  is  i 
sufficient  ground  for  overruling  it. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  these  demurrers  must  be  allow 
ed ;  and  I  arrive  at  that  conclusion  upon  the  construe 
tion  of  the  lease,  without  considering  any  other  poin 
That  question  can  not  only  be  properly  determined  m 
demurrer,  but  I  consider  it  the  right  time  and  moa 
convenient  mode  of  determining  a  question  of  this  da 
scription.     It  is  admitted  that  the  Plaintiffs  must  k 
bound  by  the  covenants  which  they  have  entered  ints 
but  it  is  argued,  on   their  behalf,  that  according 
the  real  construction  of  this  lease,  it  was  a  demise 
a  certain  quantity  of  coal,  with  a  reservation  of  a  re^ 
in  respect  of  the  coal   which   should   be  gotten,  aac 
that  the  demise  was  made  under  a  mistake  as  to  t^ 
amount  of  coal;  that  the  fact  could  not  be  discover «« 
until  after  the  determination  of  the  lease;  and  th^ 
therefore,  this  Court  will  grant  relief  to  the  lessee, 
do  not  concur  in  that  view.    That  the  lease  was  grants 
in  ignorance  of  the  amount  of  coal  under  the  surface 
there  can  be  no  doubt;  but  such  is  the  case  in  & 
mining  leases :  it  is  always  a  speculation,  both  the  less^ 
and  the  lessee  are  equally  ignorant  of  the  amount  ^ 
coal  which  may  be  gotten,  and  they  provide  for  tho^ 
circumstances. 

lar: 

(a)  6  Ves.  89. 
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I  am  of  opinion^therefore,  that  it  is  not  a  question  of  1852. 
nntake,  hot  that  yoa  must  look  at  the  terms  on  which 
the  lease  has  been  granted.  As  I  read  the  lease,  the  lessee 
does  not  covenant  to  pay  for  the  amount  of  coal  which  The  Duke  of 
he  Bhall  get,  but  he  expressly  covenants  that  he  will  pay 
fer  a  certain  amount  of  coal  ''whether  the  same  should 
be  got  or  not."  That  covenant  neither  compels  the  lessee 
to  work  two  acres  of  hard  coal,  nor  two  acres  of  Dunshill 
coal;  bat  if  he  pays  the  rent,  he  may,  if  he  thinks  fit, 
dedine  working  altogether.  There  is  no  covenant  that 
be  sball  work  the  coal,  but  there  is  a  covenant  that  he 
sball  pay  for  a  certain  amount  of  coal  whether  he  works 
Hot  not  If  that  be  so,  it  is  not  necessary  to  look  any 
fivthor  into  the  lease,  or  to  see  whether  he  has  worked, 
Of  cooM  or  could  not  have  worked,  that  quantity.  There 
■  another  covenant,  which  seems  to  anticipate  that  it 
n%bt  Qot  be  possible  to  get  the  quantity  of  Blacktoell 
wd  demised.  It  is  this : — If  Metiers  could  not  "  seW 
fc  whole  of  the  Blackwell  hard  coal  thereinbefore  cove- 
butted  to  be  gotten,  he  may  get  so  much  nK)re  of  the 
AruAUI  coal  as  will  make  up  the  said  yearly  rent  of 
^  It  is  manifest,  that  if  he  could  not  get  the  coal 
be  ccwld  not  sell  it,  and  if  he  could  not  sell  it,  this 
duse  would  operate.  The  next  clause  makes  the 
••tter  perfectly  clear.  It  provides  for  the  only  case  in 
vbieh  the  lease  is  to  cease,  which  is,  if  the  coal  should 
be  exhausted  before  the  expiration  of  the  term;  and 
^  is  not  asserted  in  the  bill.  The  lease  therefore  con- 
^ioQed,  and  the  lessee  was  bound  to  pay  360/.  a-year 
^bether  he  got  the  coal  or  not.  The  result  is,  that  it 
•Ppeare  perfectly  clear,  that  the  lessee  is  bound  by  that 
^Tenant  to  pay,  and  being  bound  to  pay,  he  does  not 
^e,that  he  has  paid  more  than  the  number  of  acres 
« ''as  to  pay  for,  and  therefore  no  question  can  arise 
as  to  the  amount  to  be  repaid. 

s2  This 
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1862.  This  case  does  not  resemble  Smith  v.  Morris,  where 

the  lessee  said,  '^  I  will  give  you  all  the  benefit  just  as  if 
I  worked  the  coal,  but  do  not  compel  me  to  work  it  in 
The  Duke  of  a  manner  which  is  perfectly  ruinous  to  me/'    This  is 

^)eVON8HIRE 

not  a  question  whether  before  the  expiration  of  the  lease 
the  lessee  could  have  said,  '^  The  expense  of  working 
this  mine  is  so  great,  that  I  am  willing  to  pay  the  total 
amount  which  might  be  got  by  working  it  according  to 
this  lease,  but  I  require  not  to  be  compelled  to  work  it  :*' 
but  the  lessee  waits  until  after  the  expiration  of  the 
lease ;  he  takes  the  chance  of  working  the  coal  to  an 
advantage  until  the  end  of  the  term,  and  then  says, ''  It 
has  turned  out  differently  from  what  I  expected,  and 
therefore  I  ask  now  to  be  recouped.*'  It  might  as  well 
be  argued  that  the  lessors  might  say,  "  This  mine  has 
become  more  profitable,  and  the  working  much  more 
easy  than  we  expected;  you  must  therefore  give  me 
something  beyond  what  the  lease  stipulates,  and  what 
you  would  have  given,  if  it  had  been  known  how  easy 
the  working  would  have  been,  and  how  profitable  would 
have  been  the  result  of  the  speculation." 

It  is  obvious  that  both  parties  have  precluded  them- 
selves from  raising  any  question  of  that  description,  and 
that  they  entered  into  a  covenant  which  provided  how 
much  was  to  be  paid,  and  the  lessee  took  the  chance  of 
the  lease  being  more  or  less  profitable.  The  result  is, 
that  the  demurrers  must  be  allowed. 
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HIORNS  V.  HOLTOM, 
FORTNUM  V.  HOLTOM. 

Nov,  22,  23. 
/^N  the  27th  of  October,  1840,  Robbins  executed  a  il.  executed  a 

^  mortgage  in  fee,  for  securing  1,000/.,  and  in  1842,  fo^*!^/.*^^' 

BoUniu  being  in  want  of  a  further  advance,  applied  TbU  was  not 

to  his  solicitor,  Handtey,  to  procure  it.     HandUy,  who  ^^  afterwards 

was  also  the  solicitor  of  Holtom,  arranged  that  he,  executed  ano- 

ther  noortffaffe 
HeUomj  should  advance  the  1,000/.,  and  he  prepared  a  for  2,OOor 

second  mortgage  for  1,000/.  from  Robbins  to  Holtom,  ^,?'    '^^ 
^!>  o  '  '  solicitor  em- 

dated  the  16th  of  February,  1842,  which  was  executed  ployed  re- 

by  Robbins.     Holtom,  however,  objected  to  a  second  ^'"^  ^^ 

OHMigage,  and  it  was  then  arranged,  that  he  should  pay  afterwards 

oif  the  first  mortgage  and  then  take  a  first  mortgage  for  induced  B.f 

2,000/.  without  con- 

^  sideration,  to 

sign  a  memo- 
Accordingly,  by  indenture  of  the  28th  of  February,  randum,  un- 

1842,  the  mortgagor  and  first  mortgagee  conveyed  the  transfer^fhe^ 

estate  to  Holtom  in  fee,  subject  to  redemption  on  pay-  fi"*  raortgare 

ment  of  2,000/.     On   the   1st  of  July,  1842,  Robbins  executed  such 

mortgaged  the  property  for  600/.,  subject  to  the  inden-  ^^f^^^^-^^'f 

tore  of  the  28th  of  February,  1842.    This  mortgage  was  B.'s  acts,  ad- 

•^«<wl  ;«   Hi^^^m  vanced  1,000/., 

Tested  m  Hioms.  ^^j^h  was  re- 

ceived by  the 
The  mortgage  deed  of  the  16th  of  February,  1842,  |5^|i^'*''J|^^ 
which  had  been  executed  but  not  acted  on,  was  dealt  Held,  that  B. 
with    in  the  following  fraudulent   manner:— ^and/cy,  "^l^l^^ 

the 


1842,  Feb.  16.  Mortgage  for  1,000/. 

to  HoUam. 
IS42,  Feb,  28.  Mortgage  to  Holtom, 

2,000/. 
1842,  Jn/jfl.  Mortgage  to  Hioms, 

500/. 


1844,  Mar.  13.  Ho//oms  agreement 
to  transfer  to  Mrs. 
Fortnum. 

1848,  Mar.  1.  Transfer  by  HoUom. 
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the  solicitor,  retained  it  in  his  hands  uncancc 
the  purpose,  as  he  alleged,  of  obtaining  the  : 
the  stamp  duty;  but  in  March^  1844,  he  frai 
procured  the  signature  of  Holtom  to  a  memc 
by  which  Holtom  undertook  and  agreed  to  s 
Mrs.  Fortnum  the  indenture  of  mortgage  of  thi 
February,  1842,  "  for  securing  the  sum  of  1 
him."  Hundley  then  procured  1,000Z.  from  M 
nufttj  on  the  security  of  this  agreement  to  trai 
the  delivery  of  the  mortgage  deed,  which  sum  h< 
to  his  own  purposes.  Handley  afterwards  frai 
obtained  HoltonCs  signature  to  a  deed,  dated  t 
March,  1848,  by  which,  after  reciting  the  moi 
the  16th  of  February,  1842,  Holtom,  in  considc 
1,000/.  expressed  to  be  paid  in  discharge  of  tl 
gage  debt  secured  to  him  by  the  recited  n 
transferred  the  mortgage  debt  secured  to  hin 
indenture  of  the  16th  oi  February,  1842,  and  < 
the  mortgaged  premises,  and  all  his  estate,  &c 
to  trustees,  for  Mrs.  Fortnum, 


In  these  two  suits,  which  were  for  foreclosur 
demption,  questions  arose  as  to  the  priorities 
tent  of  the  several  mortgage  securities. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  J.  V.  Prior,  for  Hio\ 
tended,  that  the  only  sum  prior  to  him  was  th( 
and  not  the  additional  sum  of  1,000/.  fraudul 
tained  from  Mrs.  Fortnum, 


Mr.  Bird,  for  a  party  in  the  same  interest,  cc 
that  the  legal  estate  did  not  pass  to  the  trustee 
Fortnum  by  the  deed  of  the  1st  of  March,  18 
that  if  it  did,  the  transferee  was  a  trustee  for  t 
gagor,  as  nothing  was  really  due  on  the  mortg 
ported  to  be  transferred. 
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Mr.  JR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  W.  M.  James,  for  Mrs. 
Fcrtnum,  contended,  that  the  legal  estate  passed  by  the 
deed  of  1848,  which  could  only  be  taken  away  upon 
payment  of  what  was  due ;  and  secondly,  that  the  con- 
duct of  Holtom  had  been  such  as  to  postpone  him  to 
Mrs.  For^trm,  upon  whom  he  had  enabled  his  own  soli- 
citor to  practise  a  fraud. 

Mr.  Fields  for  parties  in  the  same  interest. 

Mr.  W.  T.  8.  Daniel  and  Mr.  Rodtcell,  for  Holtom. 
The  mortgage  of  the  16th  of  February,  1842,  and  its 
transfer  by  the  deed  of  March,  1848,  are  void  at  law. 
Sandtey  was  as  much  the  solicitor  of  Mrs.  Fortnum  as 
of  Holtom,  and  she,  not  having  the  legal  estate,  is  the 
party  who  must  suffer  from  the  consequences  of  the 
fraod. 

JMr.  Roberts  and  Mr.  H.  C.  Jones,  for  otlier  parties. 

The  following  authorities  were  referred  to,  6  Bacon's 
Ab,  tU,  Release  (a) ;  Ramsden  v.  Hylton  (Jb) ;  Kennedy 
T.  (jirun\c)\  Joyce  V.  DeMoleyns(d);  Thoroughgood's 
case(e);  Fausset  v.  Carpenter (.f). 
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HlORNS 
V. 

Holtom. 

FORTMUM 
V, 

Holtom. 


The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

According  to  Holtom' s  own  statement,  he  executed  the 
D^«naorandum  of  1844  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
mortgagor  to  raise  money,  and  four  years  afterwards  he 
executed  a  deed  in  conformity  with  his  undertaking.  He 
i^w  8ays,  that  he  did  not  understand  what  he  was 
'^s  and  that  the  deed  in  the  hands  of  a  person  who 
""wcently  advanced  her  money  upon  the  faith  of  it, 

and 

(«)  Page  633.  {d)  2  Jomt  if  Lat.  374. 

(^)  2  Va,  sen.  309.  (f)  2IUp.9a. 

(c)  3  MyL  ^  K.  699.  (/)  2  Dow.  ^  CL  232. 
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and  of  the  memorandum  signed  by  him,  is  voidj 
tention  which  has  never  been  admitted  in  any 
have  met  with.  In  Kennedy  v.  Chreen,  where 
fraud  had  been  committed,  it  was  conceded,  thaf 
chaser  for  valuable  consideration  would  be  safe, 
he  had  actual  or  constructive  notice  of  the  fraud 
impossible  to  hold,  as  between  Mrs.  Fortnum  a 
HoUom,  that  the  former  is  to  suffer  from  the  fra 
latter  having  executed  such  a  deed  as  this,  whicl 
valid  on  the  face  of  it,  must  prevail,  as  no  proc 
have  been  taken  to  set  it  aside. 


There  must  be  a  declaration  that  Mrs.  Fori 
entitled  to  1,000/.,  part  of  the  2,000/.  secured 
mortgage  of  the  28th  February,  1842,  held  I 
HoUam. 


GOLDSMID's  Case. 

In  re  The  BRITISH  and  AMERICAN  St 

Navigation  Company. 


TN  1836,  a  prospectus  was  issued  for  the  est 
"*"  ment  of  a  company  under  the  above  name 
first  line  of  steam  ships  was  to  run  between  . 
and  New  York,    The  capital  was  to  be  half  a  i 

The  first  line  ws 


Nov,  25. 
A  prospectus 
was  issued  for 
the  establish- 
ment of  a 
company. 
A.  B.  took 

;Si'tiK>-  •"  ^'^  '^'''^  ""^  ^^^'  "^'^'^- 

sit.    After-       composed  of  two  British  and  two  American  stean 

wards  at  a 

meeting  of        ^"^  ^  charter,  to  limit  the  responsibility  of  the  f 

shareholders,     tors,  was  to  be  applied  for. 

the  scheme  *  "^ 

was  greatly 

varied.    A.  B. 

was  present, 

but  took  no 

part  in  the  matter,  and  never  after  in  any  way  interfered.    The  company  wa 

on  the  new  scheme,  and  failed.     Held,  that  A,  B,  was  not  a  contributory. 
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Mr.  Goldsmid  applied  for  ten  shares^  and  received  a 
letter  of  allotment  on  the  8th  of  June,  1836.     He  paid 
the  deposit  of  10/.  a  share  on  the  19th  of  January  fol-       ^^Catel^  * 
lowing,  but  he  never  executed  the  parliamentary  or        in  re 
other  contract  or  deed.      The  projectors  afterwards   TlieB*"isH 
thought  it  advisable  to  change  the  character  of  the     Ambricar 
undertaking,  and  to  unite  with  a  Liverpool  company,  ti^^Compimy. 
and  the  prospectus  was  revised. 

On  the  2l8t  of  October,  1836,  a  meeting  of  the  share- 
holders took  place,  at  which  the  report  of  the  directors 
was  read.  By  this  it  appeared,  that  the  arrangement 
to  join  the  Liverpool  company  had  been  completed  in 
June,  on  condition  of  the  capital  being  doubled,  and 
that  the  vessels  should  alternately  start  from  Liverpool 
and  call  at  Cork.  The  chairman  put  the  question  that 
the  report  be  passed,  which  was  acceded  to  unanimously. 
The  solicitor  read  the  preliminary  deed  of  the  company, 
which  was  approved  and  signed  by  the  directors,  and 
by  several  proprietors. 

By  this  deed,  the  object  of  the  company  was  stated 
^o  be,  not  only  a  steam  communic^on  between  Great 
-Britain  and  America,  but  also  ''  between  such  other    • 
t^nrts  and  places  as  the  directors  should  think  expedient 
^ud  advisable." 

Mr.  Goldsmid  attended  the  meeting,  to  learn,  as  he 
^«iid^  the  nature  of  the  arrangements ;  he  objected  to 
"^liein,  but  did  not  express  his  disapprobation.  He  in 
X^w:t  appeared  to  have  been  passive.  The  company  was 
^^arried  on  unsuccessfully  upon  the  terms  of  the  second 
^Kcheme.  On  the  30th  of  June,  1838,  the  directors  de- 
^^lared  Mr.  GoldsmicCs  shares  forfeited,  and  carried  the 
^^mount  to  the  credit  of  their  stock  account,  and  the  50/. 
;^aid  to  profit  and  loss.    As  to  Mr.  Goldsmid,  it  did  not 
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1852.  appear  that  he  had  taken  any  further  notice  of  the  com- 

^•^^y^^  pany,  or  had  any  connexion  therewith,  but  an  order 

^^Cmc.^  *  having  been  made  to  wind  up  the  company,  the  official 

Inn  manager,  in   1852,  sought  to  charge  him  as  a  contri- 

^^®  ^""°  butory.    The  Master  placed  him  on  the  list,  and  made 

American     a  call  of  65/.  a  share.     He  now  appealed. 
Steam  Navigfr- 
tion  Company. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Goldsmid,  in  support  of  the 

appeal.  Mr.  Goldsmid  is  not  properly  included  in  the  list 
of  contributories.  He  agreed  to  become  a  shareholder  in 
a  company  to  be  formed  upon  certain  principles  and  for 
certain  purposes.  If  that  company  had  been  formed, 
he  would  have  been  a  shareholder;  but  the  projectors 
have  entirely  altered  the  nature  and  terms  of  the  under- 
taking. The  capital,  instead  of  being  half  a  million,  is 
now  1,000,000/. ;  the  number  of  shares  is  doubled ;  the 
destination  of  the  ships  is  different,  and,  instead  of  a 
communication  limited  to  that  between  London  and  New 
York,  it  is  extended  to  any  places  the  directors  may 
think  advisable,  that  is,  over  the  whole  world.  Instead 
of  the  liability  of  the  shareholders  being  restricted  by  a 
charter,  as  was  proposed,  they  are  indefinite,  and  rest 
on  a  joint-stock  deed.  When  persons  agree  to  become 
partners,  the  nature  of  the  trade  cannot  be  altered 
without  the  consent  and  concurrence  of  every  individual 
partner;  Colman  v.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Com- 
pany {a)  \  Natush  V.  Irving  (b);  Const  v.  Harris  {c). 
The  original  scheme  proved  abortive,  and  Mr.  Goldsmid 
has  in  no  way  assented  to  the  new  one. 

Again,  the  shares  have  been  forfeited,  and  in  1838,  at 
least,  he  ceased  to  be  a  shareholder,  Ex  parte  JBeres- 
ford(d);  and  the  company  are  bound  by  the  acts  of  the 

directors, 

(a)  10  Beav.  1.  (c)  Turn.  ^  R.  496. 

(6)  Gow  on  Partnership,  407.  (d)  2  Macn,  4*  Gor.  197. 
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directors.  Ex  parte  Meux's  Executors  {a).  There  is  no 
evidence  of  his  accession  to  the  new  company  beyond 
this,  that  he  was  present  at  the  meeting  of  the  21st  Oc- 
tober, 1836 ;  but  he  did  nothing  then  or  afterwards.  He 
never  executed  the  deed^  or  took  up  the  shares.  He 
never  interfered,  and  if  the  concern  had  turned  out  pro- 
fitable he  could  not  have  insisted  on  a  share  of  the  ^^  Conmiw' 
profits,  Prendergast  v.  7\Lrt(m(b). 

Mr.  Daniel  and  Mr.  Roxburgh,  contri.    A  mere   . 

allottee  of  shares  is  not  liable  as  a  contributory  if  no 

company  be  formed ;  but  a  party  receiving  an  allotment 

^nd  pajring  a  deposit  is  a  contributory,  although  he 

<>Aay  not  have  executed  the  deed  of  settlement,  Ex  parte 

^ellandifi).    'I'he  company  is  the  same  as  that  to  which 

^^T.  Ooldsmid  subscribed.    There  are  some  modifica- 

tioQSy  which  the  parties  in  perfecting  the  scheme  were 

justified  in  making,  and  they  were  assented  to  by  Mr. 

GiUdmid  at  the  meeting  of  the  21st  of  October,  1836. 

He  never  expressed  any  dissatisfaction  or  dissent,  and 

flowed  his  money  to  remain  in  the  concern,  and  coun- 

^Qanced  the  undertaking,  and  induced  others  to  join  it, 

^y  permitting  his  name  to  remain  in  it  (</).     He  might, 

^t  any  time,  have  required  the  share  of  profits  attribu- 

^We  to  his  capital  in  the  concern,  and  on  paying  up 

^^B  oalls  he  might  have  insisted  on  his  shares. 

"Aa  to  the  forfeiture,  the  deed  gives  the  directors  no  au- 
^ority  to  declare  one,  as  in  BeresfordCs  and  Meux's  cases. 
"■'e^tors  are  the  mere  agents  of  the  general  body,  and 
^^^  a  limited  authority,  which  they  cannot  exceed, 
'^^^^^^aiCs  case{e).  They  cannot,  by  declaring  a  for- 
feiture, 

S?)    15  Jurist,  439.  (d)  See  DavidMon't  case,  3  De 

>^>   1  Y.  if  CotL  C.  C.  98.  G.  *  Sm.  21. 

V«?>    16  Jwitt,  509.  (e)  1  Macn.  *  Gor.  225. 
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1852.  feiture,  release  one  shareholder  from  his  liabilities  to 
^'^^s^^^  the  prejudice  of  the  rest.    The  company  having  come 
^Coie.  ^  ^^  ^'^^  ^^  1841y  the  transaction  is  now  to  be  re- 
in rt  garded  as  at  that  period. 
The  British 
and 

Steam  Naviga-        ^^^  MASTER  of  the  RoLLS. 


tioQ  Company. 


I  think  the  Master  has  miscarried  in  putting  Mr. 
GokkmicTs  name  on  the  list  as  a  contributory. 

A  scheme  was  formed  in  the  beginning  of  1836,  and 
on  that  scheme  and  prospectus  Mr.  Goldsmid  applied 
for  and  obtained  ten  shares,  upon  which  he  afterwards 
paid  a  deposit.  Subsequently  the  scheme  of  the  com- 
pany was  altered,  and  in  October,  1836,  a  meeting  was 
held,  at  which  a  statement  of  a  new  scheme  was  made, 
enlarging  and  extending  the  views  of  the  company. 
This  was  carried  into  effect,  and  on  that,  a  deed  was 
executed,  and  a  company  was  formed  on  the  enlarged 
scheme.  It  is  contended  that  Mr.  Goldsmid's  contract 
for  the  first  scheme  bound  him  to  the  second.  He  had 
contracted  for  a  particular  company,  and  if  that  had 
been  formed  he  would  have  been  a  member  of  it;  but 
it  was  never  formed. 

But  then,  it  is  said,  that  Mr.  Goldsmid's  presence  at 
the  meeting  of  October,  1836,  bound  him.  I  will  first 
consider  the  effect  of  Mr.  Goldsmid's  being  present  at 
this  meeting,  supposing  that  had  been  the  only  act  done 
by  him.  There  would  in  that  case  have  been  a  meeting 
for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  company,  at  which  Golds- 
mid  was  present,  and  heard  the  proposal.  It  is  put 
to  the  meeting  that  this  company  shall  be  formed,  and 
it  is  stated,  that  it  was  carried  unanimously;  that  is,  no 
one  expressed  any  dissent.  Mr.  Goldsmid  never  ap- 
plied for  shares  in  this  company,  and  he  never  received 

any 
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any  share  or  scrip  in  it;  and  if  this  had  been  all,  he        1862. 
would  not  be  a  member.     It  is  diflScult  to  see  how  two      ^"*■^/-^»^ 
acts,  neither  of  which  would  alone  have  that  effect,    ^^c^^''"'* 
could  together  make  him  a  member  of  a  company.         in  re 
It  is  said  that  the  second  undertaking  was  based  on  the    TheBiuTisH 
former,  and  to  some  extent  incorporated  in  it.     It  does     American 
not  appear  to  me  that  that  is  so,  or  that  there  is  any  ^^Com^y! 
act  by  which  he  can  be  treated  as  having  entered  into  a 
contract  to  transfer  his  liability  to  take  shares  in  the 
original  company  into  an  obligation  to  take  shares  in 
a  different  scheme  and  in  a  different  company. 

I  can  conceive  that  a  person  may  be  present  at  a 

l^^blic  meeting,  and  thinking  he  has  no  concern  in  the 

^Xiatter  may  not  consider  it  necessary  to  express  any 

^^  issent.     He  may  simply  go  away  from  the  meeting, 

^=K:iakiDg  no  application  for  shares,  and  taking  none;  and 

^K     do  not  find  anything  which  requires  subscribers  to 

'^-le  old  company  to  become  subscribers  to  the  new. 

I  think  it  unnecessary  to  go  into  the  question  of  the 

^<>rfeiture  of  shares;  but  if  this  company  had  been  as 

^SB^uccessful  as  it  has  been  unfortunate,  Mr.  Goldsmid 

^^i^rould  have  attempted  in  vain  to  get  any  profit,  and  if 

"Mne  had  sought,  he  certainly  would  not  have  obtained,  the 

^»d  of  this  Court  to  compel  the  company  to  render  to 

'S^im  an  account  of  their  profits.    Whether  he  could 

'S^ave  got  back  his  deposit  is  another  question.     In  my 

-^riew  he  could,  if  he  had  applied  for  it  in  proper  time. 

The  result  is,  that  Mr.  Goldsmid  must  be  struck  off 
^he  list  of  contributories. 
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PERKINS  V.  EDE. 


Nov.  25. 


Costs  to  which    A  N  estate  was  sold  in  the  suit,  but,  on  a  reference  to 
uiFde^Af'  ^^^  Master,  it  was  found,  that  the  title  was  de- 

Court  is  en-      fective,  and  on  exceptions  the  Master's  finding  was 
titled,  on  its         ^         , 
being  found       atlirmea. 
that  a  good 
title  cannot  be 
made.  The  purchaser  now  asked  to  be  discharged  from  his 

purchase,  and  for  payment  of  his  '*  costs,  charges,  and 
expenses.*' 

The  question  was,  what  costs  the  purchaser  was  en- 
titled to. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer,  Mr.  A,  Lewis,  and  Mr.  Shehbeare,  for 
the  different  parties. 

Lewis  V.  Lewis  (a)  was  referred  to. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 
Take  the  usual  order. 

(a)  9  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Ch.  176. 

Abstract  op  Order. 

Discharge  the  purchaser  and  tax  his  costs,  chai^ges  and  expenses 
properly  incurred,  occasioned  by  his  bidding  for  and  becoming  the  pur- 
chaser of  lot  3,  and  also  his  costs  of  the  reference  as  to  title,  and  of  all 
proceedings  consequent  thereon,  including  his  costs  of  and  occasioned 
oy  the  Plaintiff's  exceptions  to  the  Master's  report  and  the  order 
thereon,  and  of  this  application  and  consequent  thereon ;  and  direct 
payment  out  of  the  fund  in  Court.     Reg.  Lib.  1 852,  B.  fol.  167. 
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WIGLESWORTH  v.  WIGLESWORTH. 

Dec.  I. 
Y  a  settlement  dated  in  1827,  a  sum  of  3,000/.,  4i  Two  trustees, 
per  cents,  was  vested  in  Mr.  Thomas  Wiglesworth  t^aher^T' 
and    Mr.  Bulloch^  upon  trust  (subject  to  the  prior  life  vary  a  trust 
estate)  for  the  Plaintiffs,  the  children  of  Elizabethj  the  out  for  that 
wife   of  Thomas  Wiglesworth.    The  deed  contained  a  gj^^^e* 
power  to  vary  the  securities,  and  to  invest  in  real  or  produce  to  be 
government,  or  sufficient  security.  one  Xne.^ 

Held,  that  the 
Thomas  Wiglesworth  had  died,  and  this  bill,  filed  by  failed' to  show 

biB   children  against  Bulloch  and  others,  stated,  that  **>»*  ^^^  ^?^ 

,  i.  1  ,.       .      1  r  ^**  properly 

tnere  was  no  sum  of  stock  now  standing  m  the  name  of  invested,  was 

tbc  trustees  to  answer  the  sum  of  3,000/.,  nor  was  there  l?'""^  ^  W 

'  ^  the  amount 

any  other  investment  of  the  same,  but  the  said  trust  into  Court, 
fund  had  been  in  some  manner  misapplied,  so  as  not  to 
*^  nomr  forthcoming,  and  the  said  trust  fund  was  in  fact 
*old  out  by  Bulloch  and  Wiglesworth  deceased,  both 
concurring  in  the  breach  of  trust. 

*^  prayed  a  declaration,  that  the  trustees  were  liable  to 

^^^  g^ood  the  3,000/.,  4/.  per  cents.,  "  or  such  a  sum 

'^or^ey  as  was  produced  by  the  sale  thereof;"  that 

^y  ^^ight  be  decreed  to  make  it  good,  and  for  the 

PP^iOtment  of  new  trustees. 

^^iedky  by  his  answer,  stated,  that  shortly  before 

-20th  of  March,  1835,  with  a  view  to  exercise  the 

pou>^9*  to  vary  securities,  he  executed  a  power  of  attorney 

^  ^^ssrs.  Child,  to  sell  the  trust  fund,  and  requested 

iuett^  to  sell  and  deal  with  the  proceeds,  according  to 

in^  Order  of  Thomas  Wiglesworth,  and  he  believed  the 

fund 
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fund  had  been  sold,  and  the  produce,  2,992/.,  had  been 
carried  to  Thomas  WigleswortKs  credit.  He  attempted 
to  make  out  that  the  fund,  or  part  of  it,  had  been  laid 
out  on  mortgage,  but  in  this  he  iailed. 

A  motion  was  now  made,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
that  Bullock  might  pay  the  fund  into  Court 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  W.  M.  James,  in  support  of 
the  motion,  relied  on  Collis  v.  Collis{a);  Vigrass  v. 
BinfieldQ)). 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Buskj  contra.  The  Plaintifis' 
right  to  ha^e  the  money  paid  into  Court  must  proceed 
on  the  admission  of  an  equity  stated  in  the  bill,  and 
not  of  another  equity,  Proudfoot  v.  Hume  (c).  Here 
the  breach  of  trust,  alleged  by  the  bill,  is  the  selling  out 
of  the  fund,  and  not  its  subsequent  application.  That 
equity  is  displaced,  for  the  deed  contains  a  power  to 
vary  the  securities,  and  the  fund  was  sold  out  for  that 
purpose.  In  a  similar  case  of  Meyer  ▼.  Montriou  (d), 
where  there  was  an  admission  of  the  sale  of  a  trust 
fund,  but  no  admission  of  its  misapplication,  payment 
into  Court  was  refused.  The  Plaintiffs,  whatever  may 
be  their  rights  at  the  hearing,  are  not,  on  a  record 
framed  like  the  present,  entitled  to  an  order  compelling 
the  Defendant  to  pay  the  amount  in  contest  into  Court. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  money  must  be  paid  into 
Court.  The  case  is  this  : — Certain  persons  entitled  to 
3,0002.  stock,  in  remainder,  seek  a  declaration,  that  the 
trustees  have  committed  a  breach  of  trust  in  selling  it 

out; 

(a)  2  Sim.  365.  (c)  4  Bern.  476. 

(6)  3  Mad.  62.  (d)  Ibid.  343. 
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out;  and  ask  that  the  fund  may  be  paid  into  Court,  in 
order  that  it  may  be  secured  for  the  benefit  of  the  cestuis 
fve  trust,  and  be  applied  according  to  the  trusts  of  the 
settlement.  The  bill  therefore  seeks  the  execution  of 
the  trusts  of  this  sum  of  money,  and  by  this  motion 
^e  Plaintiffs  ask,  that  the  fund  may  be  secured,  in 
^e  first  instance,  until  the  Court  is  able  to  execute  the 
trusts  of  that  indenture. 

It  is  every  day's  practice  for  the  Court  to  secure  a 

^*Jiid  until  the  hearing,  when  the  trusts  are  to  be  per- 

''^^'^ned.    But  it  is  said,  that  the  Court  will  not  order 

P^yioent  into  Court,  except  on  an  admission  in  the 

^'^s^er.    Here  the  answer  admits  the  existence  of  the 

'^od,  its  sale  by  the  Defendant,  and  the  transfer  of  the 

P*^>duce  to  the  sole  account  of  the  deceased  trustee. 

^  *^e  next  objection  is,  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  bound  by 

^*^eir  pleadings;  that  they  must  distinctly  allege  the 

**^ach  of  trust;  that  here  the  alleged  breach  of  trust  is 

**^e  sale  of  the  fund,  but  the  one  now  relied  on  is  the 

***^proper  application   of  the  produce.      I   admit  that 

^     I^laintiff  must  state  his  case  upon  the  record,  but 

*  do  not  consider  that  rule  or  the  decision  in  Proudfoot 
^^^  -Bume  applicable  to  the  present  case.     If  so,  it  would 

^^d  to  this  result,  that  if  a  sole  trustee,  having  a  power 
^^^  Vary  the  securities,  were  to  sell  out  the  trust  fund  and 
l^^t  the  produce  into  his  own  pocket,  the  Court  could 
S^'ant  no  relief,  if  the  breach  of  trust  alleged  were  the 

*  ■^proper  sale  by  the  trustee  and  not  the  misapplication 
^•^  the  produce.  The  answer  however  is,  that  all  this 
^^^listitntes  but  one  act,  by  which  the  trustee  improperly 
B^ts  possession  of  the  fund,  and  that  if  a  trustee  sells 
^Ut  a  trust  fund  with  the  view  of  misapplying  it  and  not 
^^  the  purpose  of  changing  the  securities,  the  sale  is  as 
^*^Uch  a  breach  of  trust  as  the  putting  the  produce  into 

*^*8  own  pocket  and  spending  it.    The  effect  of  yielding 

'^OL.  XVI.  T  to 
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to  such  an  argument  would  be,  to  render  it  impossible 
for  the  Court  to  deal  with  a  case  of  this  description,  and 
to  introduce  into  equity  pleading  a  greater  degree  of 
refinement  than  has  ever  been  allowed. 

Here  there  is  a  power  to  vary  the  securities.  The 
two  trustees  joined  in  giving  a  power  of  attorney  to  the 
bankers  to  sell  out  the  stock,  and  they  directed  the 
produce  to  be  placed  to  the  sole  account  of  one  of  them. 
This  act  of  itself,  giving  one  trustee  the  sole  and  absolute 
control  over  the  fund,  was  a  breach  of  trust 

The  case  of  Meyer  v.  Motitriou  does  not  apply,  be- 
cause in  that  case  Lord  LangdaU  went  on  the  ground, 
that  there  was  no  admission  that  the  money  had  been 
misapplied.  Here  there  is  a  distinct  admission  that  the 
money  has  not  been  properly  applied,  and  consequently 
that  it  has  been  misapplied. 


I  am  of  opinion  that  the  trustee  having  sold  out  ihii 
fund  in  1835,  and  having  allowed  the  produce  to  come 
to  the  hands  of  bis  co-trustee,  without  seeing  that  it  wa 
duly  invested  on  proper  securities,  as  directed  by  th^^ 
power,  must  be  treated  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the^ 
money  had  been  sold  out  and  received  by  him  and  no^  * 
properly  invested.  He  is  bound,  therefore,  to  bring  thga 
produce  of  the  fund  into  Court,  by  way  of  security,  untiE 
the  Court  can  execute  the  trusts  of  the  settlement. 

The  principle  I  have  always  acted  on  in  all  cases  o€ 
unsettled  account  is  this : — that  there  must  be  a  distinct 
admission  that  there  is  a  fund  which  can  be  brought 
into  Court.  There  is  such  an  admission  in  this  case, 
and  an  admission  that  the  money  has  not  been  properly 
invested.  The  cestuis  que  trust  are  therefore  clearly  en- 
titled to  have  this  fund  secured  until  the  trusts  can  be 
duly  executed  by  the  Court. 


Note. — Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices. 
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Dec.  2,  3. 

"TV/TESSRS.  Anthony  and  Roheri  Edmonds,  being  in  The  Plaintiff 
"^^ —       embarrassed  circumstances,  conveyed  their  pro-  tract  purchaset 

fy^wriy  to  the  Defendants.  A/ay  and  another,  as  trustees  «»  ^^teand 
*^  J  '         ^  '  a  judgment  fo. 

f€>tr    their  creditors.    The  trustees  had  vested  in  them  two  1,000/.    Held, 

fomjiTth  parts  of  a  freehold  property,  and  also  a  judgment  enthled  toap- 

rec^cvered  by  them  against  K.  and  £.  for  breach  of  a  portion  the 

coxitract  entered  into  by  K.  and  £.  to  purchase  the  money  be- 

fre«hold  property,  but  which  contract  they  {K.  and  E.)  *^««'*  *« 

Iia^d  abandoned.  judgment,  and 

to  have  sepa- 
rate  convey- 
Mhe  trustees  sold  the  freehold  and  judgment  together  ances  of  each. 

to    the  Plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  1,000/.    The  title  being  loi^uitT^ts 

accepted,  the  Plaintiff  prepared  two  conveyances,  one  ^ventonei- 

^f  the  freehold  and  the  other  of  the  judgment  debt, 

**id  he  apportioned  800/.  of  the  purchase  money  as  the 

price  of  the  freehold,  and  200/.  as  the  price  of  the 

Jtidgment.    The  vendors  declined  executing  these  deeds, 

*nd  the  judgment  being,  as  they  alleged,  valueless,  they 

^■^jected  to  anything  but  a  nominal  or  some  small  con- 

^■Qeration  being  expressed  as  the  purchase  money  of  the 

J^dgujent.     They  said,  that  the  value  of  the  judgment 

'^^uld,  under  the  circumstances,  be  distributable  amongst 

^^  Separate  creditors,  and  not  by  the  trustees  amongst 

^   joint  creditors  of  Anthony  and  Robert  Edmonds. 

"^    Court,  however,  held  the  contrary,  and  it  is  there- 

^^^  unnecessary  to  state  the  circumstances  upon  which 

*^t  contention  was  founded. 

The  purchaser  filed  a  bill  for  specific  performance,  and 
Ite  only  question  was,  as  to  the  form  of  the  conveyance. 

T  2  Mr. 


Clark 
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1862.  Mr.  JR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  W.  R.  Ellis,  for  the  Plain- 

tifF.  A  purchaser  has  a  right  to  such  a  conveyance  as 
will  be  most  convenient  to  himself  and  his  title,  pro- 

May.  vided  he  does  not  impose  on  the  vendor  any  unreason- 
able trouble.  Thus,  if  two  properties  are  held  undei 
different  titles,  or  are  situated  in  different  counties,  thi 
purchaser  might  require  separate  conveyances  of  each 
He  is  entitled  also  to  distribute  his  purchase  money,  i 
he  can  thereby  lessen  the  amount  of  the  ad  valoren 
duty,  SugderCs  Concise  View  {a);  and  the  Stamp  Ac* 
itself  provides  (6),  that  the  purchase  money  shall  be 
apportioned.  Here  it  is  of  importance  to  the  title  U 
keep  the  estate  and  judgment  separate,  and  no  injur] 
will  be  done  to  the  vendors,  for  the  right  to  the  estate  anc 
to  the  judgment  (which  is  a  collateral  security  for  the 
value  of  the  estate)  are  identical.  They  cited  Warrm 
V.  Howe(c). 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Hardy,  contrd.  Under  one 
contract  and  at  one  price,  a  purchaser,  in  strictness,  u 
entitled  only  to  one  conveyance.  He  has  no  right  tc 
split  the  contract  into  as  many  as  he  pleases,  and  expos< 
the  vendors  to  the  extra  expense  and  trouble  of  perusinc 
and  executing  an  unlimited  number  of  conveyances 
Here  the  vendors  would  be  prejudiced,  for  the  judgmen 
is  of  no  value,  but  the  produce  would  belong  to  tbi 
separate  and  not  to  the  joint  creditors.  If,  therefore 
the  trustees  were  to  acknowledge  that  they  had  receivec 
200/.  as  the  consideration  for  the  judgment,  they  woulc 
be  personally  liable  for  that  sum  to  the  separate  cre- 
ditors, in  case  they  paid  it  over  to  the  joint  creditors,  o 
at  least  exposed  to  the  costs  of  proving  the  actual  con 
tract.  Nothing  would  be  gained  by  the  purchaser  as  tc 
duty  by  having  two  deeds  executed. 

Mr 

(a)  Page  427,  pl.lO.  4-14  Vict  c.  97. 

(6)  55  Geo.  3,  r.  184,  and  13         (c)  2  Bam.  ^  Cr.  280. 
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;2Mf.  jB.  Palmer^  in  reply. 

2rAtf  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

'TVhis  is,  OQ  both  sides,  as  idle  a  contest  as  I  ever  knew 
\>i-^:>ught  into  a  Court  of  justice.    As  far  as  I  have  been 
a.\:>l^  to  understand  the  matter,  no  injury  would  have 
ari  ^n  to  either  party  by  having  the  conveyance  in  one 
forxn  or  the  other.     With  respect  to  the  form  required 
by    the  Plaintiff,  it  is  resisted,  on  the  ground  that  there 
maj  be  separate  creditors  of  Anthony,  who  would  be 
entitled  to  the  produce  of  the  judgment,  or  might  put 
the  vendors  to  some  expense  in  proving  that  they  are 
not  entitled  to  it.     It  appears  to  me,  however,  that  Mr. 
I^almers  answer  is  conclusive.    This  was  a  sale  of  pro- 
perty, and  the  judgment  was  merely  a  security  for  the 
price,  and  Anthonys  interest  in  the  property  was  the 
8*J3Qe  as  in  the  judgment,  and  his  creditors  would  really 
^  entitled  to  both. 

I  a.m  equally  unable  to  understand,  why  it  is  that  the 
'^lo.intiff  wanted  to  have  the  purchase  money  appor- 
tioned.  It  has  not  been  satisfactorily  made  out  to  my 
"^^'^d,  that  there  would  have  been  any  diminution  in  the 
^^pense  of  the  stamps.  [Mr.  Roupeli—The  extra  deed 
staoQp  would  make  it  larger.]  At  all  events,  that  ground 
^^8  not  put  forward  by  the  Plaintiff  when  this  contest 
^''ose.  Neither  do  I  understand,  how  it  would  have  been 
P^^Bible  to  have  avoided  showing  the  title  of  King  and 
^^^nonds  (the  former  purchasers)  upon  the  abstract  of 
^^'e  hereafter,  or  how  it  was  important  that  it  should 
^  Conveyed  by  two  separate  deeds.  However,  it  might 
**'^doubtedly  be  done  by  separate«deeds,  if  it  had  been 
^^Ught  desirable.  The  two  solicitors  evidently  get  into 
^Oi:itest:  one  resolves  on  doing  nothing  to  accommo- 
*^^^,and  the  other  immediately  goes  and  files  a  bill, 

and 


^ 
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and  the  time  of  the  Court  is  taken  up  in  discusi 
question  which  ought  never  to  have  been  brought 
it. 

The  result,  in  my  opinion,  is,  that  the  Plaintiff 
titled  to  a  decree  to  have  the  conveyance  in  the  fc 
asks  for  it,  but  the  Court  will  give  no  costs  on 
side. 


Dec.ll. 


SOUTHERN  V.  WOLLASTON. 


A  gift  of  a        nnHE  testator,  by  his  will  dated  in  1835,  bequi 
forll^  and  400/.  consols  to  trustees,  upon  trust  for  his 

afterwards  to     Edward  Wollaston  for  life;  and  after  his  decease 
pay  and  di- 
vide it  amongst  trust  to  assign  and  transfer,  or  pay,  distribute  and 

*h^"h*^n^^^^"  the  same  unto  and  equally  between  all  and  eve, 

tain  the  age       children  and  child  of  Edward  Wollaston  who  sh 

is  not"oo  re-^'   living  at  his  decease,  and  who  should  then  he  of  or 

mote,  if,  by       wards  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years  ;  \ 

the  death  of       .,  .  ,     , 

A,  at  such  a      ^"^'^  ^°®>  *"  equal  snares. 

time  before  the 

testator,  all 

the  children  There  was  a  gift  over,  in  case  there  should  be  n< 

must  neces-       jj^i^g  ^^  jjjg  jgath,  or  of  their  all  dying  under  t^ 
sarily  attain  ®  '  jo 

twenty-five       five.     And  the  testator  directed,  that  after  the  d 

one  yeareTfter  o(  Edward  Wollaston,  and  while  any  of  the  persoc 

the  testator's     sumptively  entitled  thereto  should  be  under  the 

twenty-five  years,  the  dividends  of  the  shares 

persons  so,  for  the  time  being,  under  that  age 

400/.,  should  be  applied  towards  the  maintenan< 

education  of  the  person  to  whom  the  said  stock  i 


1835.  Will.  I      1818.  Youngest  child  atUim 

1837.  £.  IV,  died.  twenty-one. 

1845.  Testator  died. 
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sIm  ^=>uld|  for  the  time  beings  under  bis  will  presumptively        1852. 

SOUTHBRN 
V. 

"The  testator  died  in  1845.     Previous  thereto,  and  in    Wollaston. 
1  ^^  S7,  the  legatee  Edward  Wollaston  had  died,  leaving 
el  ^^  Ten  children ;  four  only  survived  the  testator,  and  the 
yc^miDgest  attained  twenty-five  in  1848. 

^  question  was  raised,  at  a  former  bearing  (a),  whether 

t,Vm  S  s  gift  to  the  class  of  children  was  or  was  not  void 

fc^x*  remoteness;  and  the  point  not  having  been  fully 

argued,  the  impression  of  the  Court  then  was,  that  it 

IV  ajB  void,  but  permission  was  obtained  to  argue  the  point. 

2tfr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Bilton  now  appeared  for  the  chil- 
dren.  They  argued  as  follows  : — ^The  will  speaks  as  at 
the  testator's  death.  This  legacy  is  therefore  free  from 
all  objection  in  regard  to  remoteness,  for  the  tenant  for 
life  \wa8  then  dead,  and  his  children  ascertained ;  and  as 
they  were  all  more  than  four  years  of  age  the  legacy  of 
'^^c^ssity  vested  within  due  limits,  that  is,  within  twenty- 
ou^  years  from  the  testator's  death.  In  Williams  v. 
^'^^^£€{]b)  Sir  James  Wigram  expressed  his  opinion  on  the 
^^^y  point  He  says,  "  A  third  point,  upon  which  my 
'^'^d  is  also  made  up,  is  this : — that,  in  considering  the 
▼^licJity  of  the  limitations  in  this  will,  with  reference  to 
the  Qtate  of  the  testator's  family,  the  state  of  the  family 
^*^^t  be  looked  at,  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  the  death 
^^  t.Iie  testator,  and  not  as  it  existed  at  the  date  of  the 
^**l  •     If  a  testator  should  give  his  property  to  A.  for 

'^^  with  remainder  to  such  of  ^.'s  children  as  should 
^^'^in  twenty-five  years  of  age,  and  the  testator  should 
^^»  living  A.f  there  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  limitations 
^^^K*  to  the  children  of -4.  would  be  void,  Leake  v.  Ro- 

*'««^)n(c);  but,  if,  in  that  case,  A.  had  died  living  the 

testator, 
C«3  Ante,  166.  {b)  6  Hare,  p.  251.  (c)  2  Mer.  S63. 
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testator,  and  at  the  death  of  the  testator  all  the  childi 
of  ^.  had  attained  twenty-five,  the  class  would  be  thei 
ascertained,  and  I  cannot  think  it  possible  that  an; 
WoLLABTOK.    Couft  of  justicc  would  exclude  them  from  the  benefit  oft 
the  bequest,  on  the  ground  only,  that  if  A,  had  suryi?( 
the  testator,  the  legacy  would  have  been  void,  becaui 
the  class  in  that  state  of  things  could  not  have  beei 
ascertained." 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  J  Mr.  Rogers^  Mr.  Roupellf  Mr.  Re 
dall,  Mr.  Shebbeare,  Mr.  Bird,  Mr.  Sheffield,  and  Mi 
Thring,  for  other  parties. 

Leake  v.  Robinson  (a) ;  Buffar  v.  Bradford  (ft) ;   Vt 
derplank  v.  King (c) ;  Doe  d.  Evers  v.  ChaUU{d)', 
on  Perpetuities (e);  Harris  v.  Datns(f). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  should  follow  t=^^ihe 
case  of  Williams  v.  Teale^  and  declare  that  the  gift  to 

the  children  was  not  void  for  remoteness. 

(a)  2  Mer,  363.  [d)  Q.  B,  Dec.  1850. 

(6)  2  Atk,  220.  (f)  Appendix,  27,  28. 

(c)  3  Hare,  1.  (/)  1  CoUyer,  424,  425. 
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MACLAREN  v.  STAINTON. 

Dec.  4,  5. 

THE  testator,  Henry  Siainton,  died  in  December,  After  a  decree 
"ine"!      ¥¥1.1  -111  11  1  for  Bdnainw- 

1851.    He  had  considerable  real  and  personal  pro-  tration,  a 

P««^y  both  in  Scotland  and  England.     At  his  death  be  ^""^f^^^^' 
^^^A    domiciled  and  resident  in  England,  where  he  had  trading  in 
for  DQany  years  been  the  agent  of  the  Carron  Company.  ^Imng  wm«- 

houses  and 
•».*_  .     .  assets  there, 

^  oe  Plaintiffs,  Maclaren  and  Dawson,  and  the  De-  proceeded  in 

feodant,  H.  T.  Siainton,  were  the  actmg  trustees  and  ^aiMtlhe 
^^tecutors  of  his  will  in  England.      The  Defendant  testotor's 

°^mnUm  alone  had  proved  his  will  in  Scotland.  Held,  thaTthis 

Court  had  ju- 

nrt         -ni     •       -/T^     •  •  i       i  •  i        o   i         /•    i^  risdlCtioD  tO 

1  he  Plaintifis  mstitated  this  smt  on  the  8th  of  Mag,  restrain  it, 

1862,  for  the  administration  of  the  estate,  and  they  ob-  ^^  ^^**  *^* 
.      '  '  ^  case  was  a 

^ined  the  ordinary  decree  for  taking  the  accounts,  and  proper  one  for 

Ibr  ascertaining  and  paying  the  testator's  debts.     A  fere°ce^' 

debt  of  about  100,000/.  was  claimed  to  be  due  from  the     Service  of  a 

"testator  by  the  Carron  Company,  of  which  he  was  the  tion  on  a 

English  manaecer,  and  a  shareholder  to  the  extent  of  ^^^^^  com- 
^      ^  o    '  pany,  not 

^0,000/.    The  Carron  Company  was  a  Scotch  corpora-  party  to  the 

tton,  incorporated,  in  1773,  by  royal  charter,  under  the  offi^e^in  Io»- 

^nion  seal  of  Scotland,  for  manufacturing  iron  at  CoT'  don,  held  good. 

^on^  in  Scotland.     It  had  oflSces,  warehouses  and  agents  applying  for  an 

^  Z^mdon  and  Liverpool,   and  goods  and   property  'JJ"*}^*'-®?, 

there.     After  the  decree,  and  on  the  29th   October,  state  his  case, 

1852,  the  Carton  Company  commenced  proceedings  in  ^^j^j®^^  J® 

Scotland,  ex  parte,  and 
where,  on  no- 
^<%f  the  opponent  does  not  appear;  but  the  Court  does  not  hold  him  so  strictly  to  the 
^  in  the  latter  ease  as  in  the  former. 


^^^«  Death.  I  1852,  Oct.  Proceedings  in  Sro/^amf. 

1852y  Ifoy.  Decree  in  England.        \  1852,  Nov.  Injunction. 
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1852.  Scotland  against  the  trustees  and  executors  of  the  will, 
for  the  recovery  of  their  debt,  and  they  obtained  letters 
of  inhibition  and  arrestment,  which,  in  effect,  attached 
Staihtom.  the  testator's  personal  estate  in  Scotland,  and  prevented 
the  sale  of  his  Scotch  real  estate,  except  subject  to  the 
company's  claim,  and  it  rendered  both  the  real  and 
personal  estate  available  for  payment  of  the  debt  of  the 
Carron  Company,  when  established  by  decree.  But 
any  other  creditor  might  institute  a  process  of  multiple 
poinding  and  exoneration,"  by  which,  in  effect,  the 
estate  would  be  administered,  and  the  claims  of  all  the 
creditors  provided  for.  Upon  tliis,  the  Plaintiffs,  after 
some  correspondence,  served  the  manager  of  the  Car- 
ron Company,  at  their  office  in  London,  with  a  notice 
of  a  motion  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  company 
from  proceeding  in  their  Scotch  suit.  The  company 
were  not  parties  to  the  English  suit,  and  did  not  appear 
on  the  motion,  whereupon  the  injunction  was  granted 
on  16th  of  November,  1862,  in  their  absence. 

A  motion  was  now  made,  on  behalf  of  the  Carron 
Company,  to  dissolve  the  injunction;  or  that  the  com- 
pany might  proceed,  so  far  only  as  might  be  necessary 
for  the  purpose  of  having  their  claim  adjudicated  on, 
and  of  obtaining  security  to  answer  what  might  be 
found  due  to  them. 

Mr.  Willcock  and  Mr.  Cotton,  in  support  of  the 
motion.  First,  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  grant 
an  injunction  in  the  present  case.  '*  Jurisdiction,  to  be 
rightly  exercised,  must  be  founded  either  upon  the 
person  being  within  the  territory,  or  upon  the  thing 
being  within  the  temtory;"  for  *'  no  sovereignty  can 
extend  its  process  beyond  its  own  territorial  limits,  to 
subject  either  persons  or  property  to  its  judicial  deci- 
sion.    Every  exertion  of  authority  of  this  sort,  beyond 

this 
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thi&    limity  is  a  mere  nullity,  and  incapable  of  binding        1852. 
Aocrli  persons  or  property  in  any  other  tribunals." — 
S£€^9^t  Conflict  of  Laws  {a).     Scotland,  for  this  pur- 
-po^t'^f  most  be  considered  as  a  foreign  country,  Whyte     Staintom. 
v«.    JPXose(b).    Again,  where  there  is  property  of  a  testator 
ica       ^^o  countries,  it  has  been  established  that  **  each 
|>^>rtion  of  the  estate  must  be  administered   in   the 
coma^zitry  in  which  possession  of  it  is  taken  and  held 
ii.Kii<l«r  lawful  authority." — 2  Williams  on  Executors^c); 
F^w^^Mton  V.  Viscount  Melville(d). 

ITlie  present  is  the  case  of  a  Scotch  corporation, 

loc^a^Uy  situated  or  domiciled  in  Scotland,  which  country 

IB    ^Ime  seat  of  its  operations;  the  property  sought  to  be 

a^fiiecsted  is  ako  there;   and  the  executors  have  come 

^vit.liin  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Scotch  Courts  by  proving 

the     will   in  Scotland.     These    things    combined,  fix 

Sc€»£land  as  the  proper  forum  for  adjudicating  on  the 

questions  raised  by  the  Scotch  suit.     The  mere  accident 

of  -the  company's  having  an  office  and  an  agent  here,  is 

nol  sufficient  to  withdraw,  from  an  independent  foreign 

tribunal,  of  competent  jurisdiction,  the  right  of  deter- 

imning  questions  as  to  property  within  its  jurisdiction. 

If  it  were  otherwise,  the  circumstance  of  a  Russian 
or  other  foreign  merchant,  or  a  West  India  proprietor, 
having  an  agent  in  this  country  for  the  sale  of  his  mer- 
<2hindize  or  produce,  would  have  the  efiect  of  depriving 
htm  of  his  right  to  appeal  for  redress  to  the  courts  of 
'^  own  country.     As  to  the  real  estate,  the  Scotch 
^'irtB  have  exclusive  jurisdiction.    "  Lands  in  the  plan- 
latioQs  are  no  more  under  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court 
than  lands  in  Scotland,  for  it  [the  Court]  agit  in  per- 
sonam,*' 

^n)  ^^^  539,  p.  786.  (c)  4lh  edition,  p.  1414. 

W  3  <J.  B.  Rip.  508.  (d)  8  CI.  *  Fin.  1. 
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1852.  sonam^^  Roberdeau  v.  i2oti5(a),  in  which  case  a  demurrer 
was  allowed  to  a  suit  respecting  lands  in  St.  Christo- 
pher's. 


Maclarbm 
Stainton. 


This  Court  has  no  power  over  a  Scotch  corporatioa 
to  enforce  obedience,  except  as  against  any  property 
accidentally  to  be  found  here.  The  case  is  not  like 
that  of  an  individual,  who  might  be  committed,  in  case 
he  disobeyed  the  injunction. 

The  obligation  to  obey  an  injunction  is  merely  per- 
sonal, and  no  other  Court  regards  it.  In  Figers  v.. 
Lord  Audley(b),  Lord  Cottenham  granted  an  injunctions 
to  restrain  proceedings  in  Ireland.  The  party  neverthe — 
less  proceeded  and  recovered ;  and  the  House  of  Lords,  ^a 
on  appeal,  supported  him,  and  gave  him  the  estate;.  ^ 
although  he  had  acted  in  defiance  of  the  English  in — . 
junction.  Smith  v.  The  Earl  of  Effingham{c\  also  illus — 
trates  this  doctrine.  Courts  of  law  would  disregard  a9 
judgment  obtained  against  a  party  out  of  the  jurisdic — - 
tion  of  the  Court  making  it,  Buchanan  v.  Rucker{d)^ 
and  they  have  held,  that  an  Irish  railway  company  i^ 
not  amenable  to  its  process,  though  there  be  director^ 
here ;  Evans  v.  Dublin  and  Drogheda  Railway  Com^ — 
pany  (c). 

Secondly. — If  this  Court  has  jurisdiction,  this  is  not  a 
proper  case  for  its  exercise.  In  these  cases  the  Court 
weighs  the  conveniences  and  inconveniences,  Jones  v. 
Geddes(f);  Kennedy  v.  The  Earl  of  Cassillis(g);  and 
there  being  questions  of  Scotch  law  to  decide,  it  will 
be  far  more  convenient  to  determine  them  there  than  in 

England. 

(a)  1  Atk,  543.  (d)  9  East,  192. 

(6)  Reported  on  other  points,  (c)  14  Mee.  ^  W,  142. 

8  Sim,  333;  9  Sinu  408,  and  2  (/)  1  PhiUips,  724. 

MjfL  4-  Cr,  49.  (g)  2  Stoanst,  313. 

(c)  10  Beav.  589. 
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England.    Again,  the  course  of  administration  of  the        1852. 
real  and  personal  estate  may  be  different  in  Scotland. 
On  what  ground,  then,  ought  this  Court  to  interpose, 
and   prevent  an  independent  and  competent  foreign     Stainton 
tribunal  from  deciding  the  rights  of  those  of  its  own 
nation  to  property  within  the  limits  of  its  own  jurisdic- 
tion?    A  creditor  ought,  at  all  events,  to  be  allowed  to 
proceed  to  the  extent  of  obtaining  security,  as  in  Wed- 
derbvcm  v.  Wedderbum(a).    The  Court,  in  exercising 
its  jurisdiction  to  prevent  a  party  pursuing  his  own 
v^emedies,  always  inquires  whether  the  decree  will  give 
1-iim  all  he  asks  in  his  own  suit;  The  Earl  of  Portar- 
Kington  v.  Darner {b).     Here  it  evidently  will  not;  and 
^&he    other  Scotch  creditors,  having  no  agents  in  this 
country,  may,  if  the  Scotch  suit  of  the  Carron  Com- 
-jpany  be  stayed,  proceed  in  defiance  of  any  decree  or 
^rder  this  Court  may  make,  and  thus  obtain  an  ad- 
^^rantage,  by  their  diligence,  over  the  Carron  Company. 
"The  express  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Union  with  Scot- 
^Jand  also  furnish  reasons,  grounded  on  an  international 
contract,  for  preventing  an  English  Court  intermeddling 
^ivith  a  Scotch  8uit(c). 

Thirdly. — ^The  injunction  oyght  to  be  dissolved  in  con- 
sequence of  the  irregular  way  in  which  the  Plaintiffs 
have  conducted  their  proceedings.  They  concealed 
material  facts  on  their  application  for  the  injunction. 
They  suppressed  the  negociations  and  correspondence, 
by  which  the  Plaintiffs  acquiesced  in  the  proceedings 
taken  by  the  company.  Again,  independent  of  the 
statutes,  a  subpoena  could  not  be  served  abroad;  Fer^ 
nandez  v.  Corbin(d);  Johnson  v.  Nagle{e);  nor  can  an 

office 

(a)  4  MyL  if  Cr.  585.  ((/)  2  Sim.  544. 

{b)  2  PhiUipiy  262.  (e)  1  MoUojf,  245. 

(c)  5  Atmef  c.  8, 1. 1,  art.  19. 
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1852.       oflSce  copy  of  a  bill|  Lorion  v.  Kingstonifl).    Here  th^ 
company  are  neither  parties  to  the  cause  nor  have  thejj^: 
been  served  with  any  process;  and  to  bring  a  Sootchf, 
Staihtom.     company  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  by  ser-* 
▼ice  of  a  notice  of  motion  on  a  mere  agent  here,  will 
greatly  to  extend  the  practice,  the  principle  of  whiclf , 
Lord  Eldon  confessed  he  did  not  understand,  Pasiom 
▼.  Douglas  {b).    Service  of  a  notice  of  motion  befo^^ 
appearance  is  irregular,  except  by  leave.  Hill  ▼.  JRim 
mell(c);  and  leave  of  the  Court  is  also  necessary  U^ 
serve  a  notice  of  motion  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  Crr«^^ 
V.  Pledffer(d).     Why  should  less  be  required  in  tlic^f 
case? 


Mr.  R.  Palmer.  Mr.  James  Anderson,  and  Mr.  Lews-  m^  .^^.'^ 
for  the  Plaintiffs;    and  Mr.  Roupell,  Mr.  Gifflard,  »^^^5Vr. 
K.  Parker  and  Mr.  Appach^  for  parties  interested  unc^»>  .  <^er 
the  will,  contra.    This  is  not  the  case  of  a  corporat^  ^^^i^^oa 
exclusively  Scotch ;  it  trades  in  England,  where  it  HT  T^as 
warehouses,  agents,  and  real  and   personal  prope^^  v*ty. 

It  is  within  the  jurisdiction,  and  liable  both  to  the  jJt >«t>. 

cess  of  this  Court  and  to  the  bankrupt  laws ;  Alexan-  ^^«r 
v.  Vaughan{e)\  The  Royal  Bank  of  Scotland  v.  C7«^^^^*" 
bert(f);  Allen  v.  Cannon(g),    The  company  might  ^ 

made  a  defendant  to  a  kuit,  and  served  with  prcH^^^^^ 
at  the  house  of  business,  although  its  quasi  dom  -^■^" 
might  be  in  Scotland,  as  was  done  in  the  case  of  Davids    <^^^ 
V.  The  Marchioness  of  Hastings {h).    Again,  as  a  c^^  ^ 
poration,  service  of  process  on  one  of  its  members  wot 
be  sufficient;  1  DanielCs  Chan,  Pr.{i);  Hind.{k) 
circumstance  of  a  person  being  domiciled  abroad^  or 
a  corporation  being  foreign,  does  not  prevent  this  Co* 

exercisii 

(a)  2  Macn.  Sf  G,  139.  (  f)  1  Rose,  462. 

(6)  8  Vet,  520.  (g)  4  Barn,  if  Aid.  418. 

(c)  2  3/y.  Sf  Cr.  641.  (A)  2  Keen,  509. 

(d)  3  Hare,  165.  (i)  Page  564,  Ist  edition. 

(e)  1  Cowp.  398.  {k)  Pnfre  87. 
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exercising  a  jurisdiction  over  them,  if  they  come  to  this        1862. 
^^ountry,  or  have  property  here;    Lewis  v.  Baldwin{a);       ^^^^^'^-^ 
I «^  re  the  Forth  Marine  Insurance  Company  (ft).     But       aclarem 
•  t    is  not  necessary  to  make  a  creditor  a  party  to  a  suit,     Staintom. 
U2   order  to  restrain  his  proceeding  against  the  assets 
■i-fter  decree.    The  course  of  practice  is,  merely  to  serve 
J^im  with  a  notice  of  motion,  to  save  the  expense  of 
laking  him  a  party.   After  a  decree  like  this,  he  is  as  it 
''^re  a  party,  the  decree  being  a  judgment  in  his  favour. 
^JTfce  proceeding  is  analogous,  and  if  the  Court  has  ju- 
'■ri^iction  in  one  case  it  has  equally  so  in  the  other. 
*X*lie  Court  has  the  means  of  enforcing  its  order  against 
^bis  corporation  by  sequestrating  its  property  here,  as 
S^     would  against  an  individual  by  attachment.      The 
^^ci.jses  are  numerous  in  which  this  Court  has  restrained 
^■>«'oceeding8  in  foreign  courts;  Harrison  y.  Gumey{e); 
--^3wAfty  v.Munday{d)\  Lord  Portarlington  v.Soulby{e). 
^^Sven   in  cases  of  real  estate  abroad  ;    Beckford  y. 
"^CTiembleif);  Beauchampv,  The  Marqms  of  Huntley{g); 
SmMbury  v.  Bunbury{h). 

Secondly. — It  is  not  the  practice,  upon  an  application 
'^o  stay  proceedings  at  law  after  a  decree,  to  inquire 
'^here  it  will  be  most  convenient  to  try  the  question; 
^^n  injunction  issues,  almost'  as  of  course,  to  restrain 
^Proceedings  at  law  on  a  legal  demand.  But  here  it 
^^ould  be  more  convenient  to  determine  all  questions  in 
"^his  country,  and  not  allow  the  company  either  to  create 
^Unnecessary  expense  by  two  administration  suits,  or  to 

obtain 

(a)  11  Bmv.  153.  1  HaU  4*  TweUs,  597. 

<*)  9    Bern.    469.    and    see         (c)  2  Jac.  ^  W.  563. 
-«ea|<je  t.  JohnUone,  1  Phillipt,         {d)  5  Mad.  297. 
^  7-,  and  10  CL  *  Fin,  42 ;    Whit-         (e)  3  MyL  *  K.  104. 
^M«« V.  jRyan,  4  Hart,  612,  and         (/)  1  Sim.  Sr  St,  7. 
-««»    re  the  Madrid  and  Valencia         (g)  Jacob,  546. 


:J^»&oay  Company,  ^  De  G.^S. 
■■  27 ;  2  Maen.  *  Gor.  169,  and 


(A)  1 


(A)  1  Beav.  318. 
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obtain  an  adrantage  over  the  other  creditors  of  the 

testator. 
Maclarem 

V. 

Staihtoh.  Thirdly. — No  material  fact  has  been  suppressed ;  and 
the  notice  of  motion  has  been  served  in  the  usual  way  in 
such  cases.  The  Act  of  Union  presents  no  difficulty ; 
the  proceeding  is  in  personam^  and  not  by  way  of  ap- 
peal from,  or  prohibition  to,  the  Scotch  Court. 

Mr.  Willcockf  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Three  questions  are  raised  by  this  motion;  first, 
whether  the  Court  has  any  jurisdiction  to  issue  an  in- 
junction against  the  Carron  Company  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case.  Secondly,  whether  if  it  have 
such  jurisdiction  it  is  fit  to  exercise  it,  and  if  so,  under 
any  and  what  conditions;  and,  thirdly,  whether,  under 
the  peculiar  manner  in  which  the  parties  applied  for 
this  injunction,  they  are  entitled  to  retain  it. 

The  first  question  is  one  of  very  considerable  im- 
portance, and  upon  that  account  I  have  been  desirous 
to  hear  it  fully  argued.  But  from  the  opening  of  this 
motion  my  opinion  has  never  varied,  that  the  Court  has 
a  clear  and  distinct  jurisdiction  in  this  case. 

The  state  of  the  case  is  this: — There  is  a  decree  or 
this  Court  for  the  administration  of  the  testator's  estate, 
which  is  a  judgment  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors. 
It  is  not,  and  cannot  consistently  with  the  authorities 
be  disputed,  that  after  such  a  decree,  a  creditor  residing 
in  this  country  cannot  proceed  in  a  foreign  Court,  for 
the  purpose  of  enforcing  his  claim  against  the  property 
in  that  foreign  country.     But  it  has  been  contended, 

that 


Maclaren 

V. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

tbat  this  principle  is  not  applicable  to  the  present  case ; 
and  tbat  it  would  be  doing  that  which  the  Court  has 
never   before  done,  to  grant  an  injunction  against  a 
person  resident  out  of  its  jurisdiction,  who  has  never     Stainton 
submitted  to  it,  but  who  happens  to  have  property  within 
it,wliich  gives  the  Court  the  means  of  enforcing  its  orders 
against  him.     Now  that  is  a  proposition  of  considerable 
importance,  on  which  I  do  not  mean  to  express  any 
opinion.    The  case  of  Davidson  v.  The  Marchioness  of 
Sasiings  was  one  of  this  description.   There  a  domiciled 
Scotch  woman  was  resident  in  Scotland,  but  had  a  house 
^^  this  country;  and  it  was  held,  that  service  at  that 
^^cUing  house  in  England  was  sufficient  to  found  a  writ 
^^  sequestration  for  non-appearance.     But  the  ground 
^Pcn  which  I  proceed  in  this  case,  and  to  which  that  case 
*®crd8  a  strong  analogy,  is  this: — Here  is  the  case  of  a 
^^^poration,  which  has  therefore  no  personal  existence. 
^^    lias  its  principal  and  head  office  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
^^oii  of  the  Court,  but  it  has  another  office  in  this  me- 
^Opolis,  for  the  purpose  of  transacting  its  business  there, 
^^d  it  has  an  agent  there,  for  the  purpose  of  conducting 
^*icj  managing  its  business.     It  may  be  true,  that  this 
^ot^ration  has  a  Scotch  charter,  and  may  be  called  a 
^^^otch  company;  but  I  consider  it  impossible  to  say, 
**^i^t  any  corporation  so  circumstanced  is  not  (if  I  may 
^se  the  word)  resident  at  the  office,  where,  in  point  of 
^ot,  it  has  an  agent  carrying  on  business  on  its  behalf, 
^nd  in  its  name. 

Without  referring  to  the  other  cases  cited,  I  consider 

service  upon  the  corporation  at  that  place  to  be  a  good 

service  upon  the  corporation  itself,  in  analogy  to  the 

case  of  Davidson  v.  The  Marchioness  of  Hastings;  and 

it  is  admitted,  that  the  corporation  had,  at  its  head 

office,  full  notice  of  the  fact  of  that  notice  having  been 

served. 

▼OL.  XVI.  u  I  am 


Macla&bn 


288  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1852.  I  ^^  of  opinion,  that  it  is  established  (although  Lord 

Mldon  says  he  does  not  know  how  the  jurisdiction  arose 
in  the  first  instance)  that  where  a  decree  has  been  made 
Staintom.  for  the  administration  of  an  estate,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  file  a  bill  against  a  creditor  who  does  not  come  in, 
in  order  to  obtain  an  injunction  to  prevent  him  fix>m 
applying  to  any  other  tribunal  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
forcing his  right  Notice  of  the  decree  is  all  that  is 
necessary;  and  if  the  party  will  not  submit  to  it,  this 
Court  will  enjoin  him  from  proceeding  in  the  tribunals 
either  of  this  or  of  any  other  country. 

Here  is  a  corporation,  which,  for  various  purposes, 
have  an  office  in  this  country,  and  is  as  much  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  for  this  purpose,  as  in  any 
of  the  cases  cited ;  and  1  will  only  refer  to  The  Forth 
Marine  Insurance  Company  (a),  which  shows,  that  the 
Court  exercises  jurisdiction  over  Scotch  companies 
having  offices  in  this  country.  That  being  so,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  Court  has  jurisdiction. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  it  is  fit  and  proper 
that  the  Court  should  exercise  that  jurisdiction.  I 
have  attended  very  carefully  to  the  affidavits,  respect- 
ing the  nature  of  the  proceedings  in  Scotland,  and  it 
appears  to  me,  from  the  statement  on  both  sides,  that 
they  are  such,  that  the  creditors  in  this  country  must 
necessarily  adopt  one  of  two  courses.  They  must 
either  submit  to  allow  the  Carron  Company  to  sweep 
off  the  whole  Scotch  assets,  and  be  excluded  from  a 
participation  in  them,  or  they  must  institute  proceed- 
ings in  Scotland,  which  would,  in  fact,  be  a  suit  for  the 
purpose  of  administering  the  estate  of  the  testator  be- 
tween the  same  persons,  upon  the  same  terms,  and  upon 

the 

(a)  9  Beawm,  469,  and  1  De  Ger,  335. 
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the  same  principle,  as  that  on  which  this  Court  is  now        1852. 
administeriDg  it.     If  tlie  English  creditors  proceed  in 
Scotlwud^  they  must  have  their  rights,  as  between  them- 
sel  vesand  the  testator,  determined  by  the  Scotch  Courts     Staimtow 
and  upon  the  principles  of  the  English  law;  and  thus 
their  claims  would  have  to  be  established  in  both  coun- 
tries.    I  am  of  opinion  that  this  would  occasion  a  con- 
siderable injury  to  this  estate,  and  loss  to  the  parties 
entitled  to  the  residue. 

It    is  then  suggested,  that  there  are  various  other 
reasons  why  this  Court  should  not  interfere.     One  of 
those  is,  that  there  are  or  may  be  questions  of  Scotch 
la^    to  be  determined ;  and  it  would,  undoubtedly,  be 
very  inconvenient  for  this  Court  to  determine  the  law  of 
another  country,  as  a  question  of  fact;  but  upon  the 
halance  of  inconvenience,  I  think  that  it  is  better  to 
coufine  the  proceedings  to  the  suit  here,  for  otherwise 
the  Scotch  Courts  would  have  to  determine  questions 
of  English  law,  exactly  in  the  same  manner,  with  the 
additional  expense  of  two  suits  substantially  for  the 
^^*^e  object.     Another  reason  which  has  been  urged 
^^y  the  matter  should  not  be  stopped  is  this : — It  is 
•^d,  there  may  be  other  creditors   in  Scotland  who 
have  no  property  or  residence  in  this  country;    and 
^*^t  if  they  should  institute   proceedings  in  Scotland 
■Or  the  same  purpose,  this  Court,  being  powerless  and 
^ttely  unable  to  restrain  them,  they  might  sweep  off 
toe  whole  of  the  property  in  Scotland^  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  other  creditors.    This,  though  an  important  ob- 
jection, is  merely  hypothetical ;    and  if  I  reserve  liberty 
to  apply,  I  can  deal  with  that  case,  if  ever  it  should 
actually  arise,  and  I  can  then  allow  the  Carron  Com- 
I^yi  and  the  other  creditors  in  England,  to  take  such 

V  2  proceedings 


290  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1852.       proceedings  in  Scotland  as  may  prevent  them  from  suf 

-^^^  fering  the  evil  which  might  arise,  from  creditors  out  o 

Maclaien  ®  ^  . 

V.  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  endeavouring  to  sweep  oi 

Staimtom.     ^j^^  ^ggg^  ^f  ^jjg  testator  in  Scotland. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  circumstanci 
ought  not  to  prevent  the  Court  from  dealing  with  th' 
case  upon  this  motion;  but  that,  having  jurisdiction^ 
ought  to  exercise  it. 

The  third  question  is,  whether  the  Plaintiffs  have 
dealt  with  the  Court,  that  the  injunction  ought,  on  tB 
ground,  to  be  dissolved,  leaving  the  Plaintiffs  to  t^ 
such  proceedings  as  they  may  think  fit  to  adopt.     1^ 
Court,  undoubtedly,  deals  with  great  strictness  and 
verity  with  persons  who  apply  for  ex  parte  injunction 
the  party  applying  is  bound  to  put  the  Court  in  | — 
session  of  all  the  facts,  in  order  to  enable  it  to  ju^v 
whether  the  Defendant  ought  to  be  put  to  what  n^ 
be  occasionally  a  very  serious  evil,  viz.,  a  tempoi — " 
injunction.     The  Court  does  not  deal  with  the  ss^ 
strictness  and  severity  in  the  case  of  an  injunction 
tained  on  notice,  and  very  properly  so;  for  there, 
opposite  party  has  the  opportunity  of  bringing  forw  — 
every  circumstance  favourable  to  his  case.     It  is  to 
observed,  that  this  injunction  was  not  obtained  ex  pas:^ 
but  on  notice.     But  if  the  respondent  does  not  app^^ 
and  the  Plaintiff,  taking  advantage  of  his  absence, 
tirely  misleads  the  Court,  then  I  think,  that  the  Co 
ought  properly  to  visit  the  party,  so  dealing,  with  ^ 
consequences,  though  not  with  the  same  strictness 
in  the  case  of  an  ex  parte  injunction.     I  have,  the/*< 
fore,  to  consider  whether  this  is  a  case  of  that  descrip* 
tion. 

After  carefully  considering  the  correspondence,  it  does 

not 
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not  appear  to  me  to  amount  to  any  acquiescence^  on  the        1852. 

part  of  the  Plaintiffs,  in  the  proceedings  taken  by  the  ^^^/-«^ 
Carron  Company  in  Scotland  for  the  purpose  of  en-        aclaren 

fordag  their  debt  in  that  country.  Staimton. 

If  it  had  been  shown  to  me,  that  the  executors,  after 
quiescence  in  or  sanctioning  the  proceedings  in  Scot" 
landf  had  come  to  stay  them,  without  stating  these  cir- 
cumstances to  the  Court,  I  should  have  thought  very 
differently  of  the  case  to  what  I  do  at  present. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  injunction  must 
'^main  against  the  proceedings  in  Scotland. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


BLAKENEY  v.  DUFAUR. 

Jtdy  29. 
A  Plaintiff      rpHE  Defendant  moved,  that  the  Plaintiff  might  giv^^ 

pending'^t,  security  for  costs,  on  the  ground  of  his  residence  ^^ 

under  circum-  abroad.    The  bill  was  filed  in  March,  1851,  at  which**  ^^ 

picion.    Upon  *™®  ^^^  Plaintiff  was  resident  in  England.    He  after "^f" 

hjB  faUing  to     wards  changed  his  residence,  and  for  some  time  resided-t>^2d 

•how  that  ain  °   ,         ,  t»  •        .  ». 

residence  there  With  his  sohcitor  m  Jermyn  Street.     Bemg  m  embar — -xjtf- 

waatem-         rassed  circumstances,  he  went  to  Jersey  at  the  end  ofrc^  of 
porary,  ne  was  '  ^  ^  *' 

ordered  to        May,  1852,  and  was  still  resident  there. 

give  security 

for  costs. 

The  only  affidavit  in  opposition  was  made  by  the  Plain^csf  n- 

tiffs  solicitor,  who  stated,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  gone  t^.s*       to 

Jersey  on  a  visit  to  his  sister,  without,  as  he  believec^^^ed, 

intending  permanently  to  reside  there,  and  that  he  haj^  Mad 

seen  a  letter  from  the  Plaintiff,  in  which  he  express^^^^ed 

his  intention  of  shortly  returning  to  London. 

Mr.  Smythe,  in  support  of  the  motion,  relied  on  TTaj       m  hs 
V.  Cole  (a),  where  security  for  costs  was  ordered,  in  ^^     a 
case  in  which  the  Plaintiff,  pending  the  suit,  had  aba— «^sa- 
doned  this  country,  and  gone  to  reside  in  the  Isle  of 

Man. 

Mr.  Elderton,  contra. 

First,  the  Plaintiff  is  not  resident  or  settled  abn 
Hoby  V.  Hitchcock  (i) ;  secondly,  the  Defendant  ouj 
to  have  applied  earlier,  Craig  v.  Bolton{c)\  Anon.{i 

1  Dani 

(o)  14  Va,  518.  (c)  2  Bro.  C.  C  609. 

(6)  5  Ves,  699.  {d)  10  Fa.  287. 
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1  J^atmiefs  Pr.  (a) ;  and  thirdly,  the  Defendant,  by  his 
eoodoot,  has  deprived  himself  of  any  claim  to  the  inter- 
position of  the  Court. 

7%e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  you  are  entitled  to  the  order.    The  state  of 
the  eaBe  is  this : — This  gentleman,  in  the  early  part  of 
the  year,  leaves  his  residence,  and  it  does  not  appear 
where  he  went,  except  that  for  some  time  he  was  re- 
nding with  his  solicitor.     He  then  appears  in  Jersey, 
and  writes  that  he  thinks  of  coming  back. 

'T'his  is  not  a  case  of  a  Plaintiff  who,  having  ordi- 
Dwy  tesidence  here,  goes  abroad  for  a  temporary  pur- 
po^*  It  is  clear,  that  in  consequence  of  pecuniary 
embarrassments,  arising  out  of  other  circumstances,  the 
Plaintiff  has  not  and  does  not  intend  to  have  any  fixed 
'cwdence  in  this  country. 

He  must  give  security  for  costs. 

(a)  Page  30  (2nd  ed.) 

NoTB.— Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices,  11  Nov.  1852,  2  De  G., 
^'  *  C.  771. 
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1862. 


Atiguit2. 
A  vendor 
agreed  to  sur- 
render or  pro- 
cure some  per- 
son to  surren- 
der, and  the 
costs  of  the 
surrender  were 
to  be  paid  by 
the  purchaser. 
It  was  found 
necessary  to 
procure  a  sur- 
render under 
the  Trustee 
Act.     Held, 
that  the  costs 
of  the  proceed- 
ings ought  to 
be  paid  by  the 
vendor. 


BRADLEY  t;.  MUNTON. 

T>  Y  a  contract^  the  vendor  was  to  surrender  or  pro- 
-^  cure  some  person  to  surrender,  and  the  costs  of 
the  surrender  were  to  be  borne  by  the  purchaser. 

The  heir  being  unknown,  it  became  necessary  to  get 
a  person  to  surrender  under  the  Trustee  Act,  and  the 
question  was,  by  whom  the  expenses  of  the  petition, 
&c.  were  to  be  paid. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Rasch  contended,  that,  by  the 
contract,  the  costs  were  to  be  paid  by  the  purchaser. 

Mr,  R,  Palmer y  contra^  was  not  heard. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  concur  in  the  argument.  The  costs  of  sale,^ 
in  the  absence  of  contract,  fall  on  the  vendor,  and  th^^ 
costs  of  preparing  the  conveyance  on  the  purchaser ;  bi3^ 
the  costs  of  executing  it  must  be  paid  by  the  vendor. 

Here  the  contract  is,  that  the  vendor  shall  surrend  ^ 
or  procure  some  person  to  surrender,  and  that  the  co^* 
of  the  surrender  shall  be  borne  by  the  purchaser.  Th^^  ^ 
is  a  difference  between  the  mere  act  of  surrendering  ain^^ 
the  steps  which  may  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  ^ 
procuring  some  proper  person  to  perform  that  ac^ 
They  are  distinct,  and  the  costs  of  procuring  some  pr^?^ 
per  person  to  surrender  must,  on  ordinaiy  principles,  b^ 
paid  by  the  vendor,  and  the  costs  of  the  surrender  bj^^* 
the  purchaser. 
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Re  CLANCY. 

^HE  testator  bequeathed  to  the  Catholic  Bishop  for  Gift  of  stock 

the  time  being  of  the  London  district,  and  to  the  ^yuhme^of 
chaplain  for  the  time  being  of  St.  James's  Catholic  a  charity 
Church,  the  sum  of  400/.  three  pounds  five  shillings  per  ^^j^^  ' 
ceots.^  "  to  be  applied  by  them  for  the  establishment  of 
a  charity  school  for  poor  Catholic  children  in  Reading." 

The  fund  was  paid  into  Court,  and  the  question  was, 
whether  the  gift  was  void,  as  being  contrary  to  the 
spirit  of  the  Statute  of  Mortmain. 

Mr.  E.  Palmer,  Mr.  J.  H.  Palmer,  Mr.  Amyott,  Mr. 
Follett  and  Mr.  W.  M.  James,  for  different  parties. 

Trye  v.  The  Corporation  of  Gloucester  (a) ;  Johnston 
t .  Swann  (6) ;  Longstaff  v.  Rennison  (c) ;  The  A  ttorney- 
General  v.  Bavies  (d) ;  Crafton  v.  Frith  (e) ;  Re  Dea- 
Wn's  Charity  (M.  R.  unreported),  were  cited. 


'^he  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

^^ngistently  with  my  decision  in  Trye  v.  The  Corpo- 

^^^ion  of  Gloucester,  and  with  that  of  the  Vice-Chan- 

^HoT  Kindersley,  I  must  hold  this  gift  void.     I  have 

^d  down  the  rule,  that  any  bequest  tending  to  bring 

^^h  land  into  mortmain  is  void ;  and  the  Vice-Chan- 

^Uor  Kindersley  expressly  states,  that  if  it  would  be  a 

due 

(«>  U  Bear.  173.  (d)  9  Ves.  544. 

v^)  3  Mad.  457.  {e)  20  L.  J.  Ch,  ( N.  S.)  198. 

VO  I  Drewry,  28. 
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due  execution  of  a  trust  to  buy  land  for  the  purpose  of 
erecting  a  school,  the  gift  is  void.  The  question  is, 
whether  this  case  does  not  fall  within  the  rule.  The 
testator  directs  the  school  to  be  '^  established."  He 
therefore  points  to  a  permanent  establishment,  and  how 
can  this  be  effected  without  a  school,  which  must  stand 
on  land  to  be  procured  for  the  purpose? 

The  Vice-Chancellor  Kindersley  very  properly  ob- 
served, that  the  correct  way  of  judging  of  such  a  gift  is, 
to  see  whether  the  proper  mode  of  executing  the  trust 
would  not  be  to  buy  land  and  build  the  school,  which 
cannot  be  made  permanent  without  it. 

I  think,  in  accordance  with  my  own  view,  and  witha 
that  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  Kindersley  and  the  Vice — 
Chancellor  of  England  in  The  Attorney- GenereU  v- 
Hodgeon  (a),  that  this  gift  is  void ;  for  it  points  to  a  per- 
manent establishment  of  a  charity,  for  which  purpose  it  is 
necessary  to  bring  land  into  mortmain.  I  must  declare 
the  gift  void,  and  that  it  falls  into  the  residue. 

(a)  15  Sim.  146. 


Note.— See  The  Incorporated  Society  for  promoting  the  Enlarge' 
ment,  S^.  of  Churches  v.  Barlow,  Lords  /ustices,  8th  Marchf  1853,  3 
De  G.,  M.  4-  G.  120. 
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Re  The  Overseers  ofEJCCLE&ALL. 

AvguMt  2. 

•Y  this  petition^  presented  under  the  62  Geo.  3,  The  sale  of 
^i/vii  /ti-*^  1  charity  lands 

c.  101,  the  sanction  of  the  Court  was  sought  to  anthomed, 

th-^^ss:  sale  of  some  real  estate  belonging  to  a  charity.  The  ^^^f%^ 

re^HZM^tal  in  1839  was  12/.  12^.,  and  the  price  offered  was  mUly's  Act, 

6^<D/.,  and  the  value  was  said  to  be  630/.  ficSd'tf  t""^ 


TMr.  Llcyd  and  Mr.  Htimphry,  in  support  of  the  peti- 
"tic^M,  relied  on  In  re  Parke's  Charity  {a). 

-Mr.  TT.  M.  James,  for  the  Attorney  General,  opposed 
th^  application^  on  the  ground  that  the  Court  never 
di  recrted  the  sale  of  charity  land  merely  on  the  ground 
^*  Qicivantage.  He  also  stated,  that  in  a  recent  case, 
^POKik  the  sale  of  mineral  property  which  the  charity 
^^**Ic3  not  work,  Lord  Cranworth  required  the  produce 
^^    l>^  re-invested  in  land. 


^^Jie  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

^^n  the  authority  cited,  I  think  it  may  be  done,  it 
^^^^^g  obviously  for  the  benefit  of  the  charity. 

{a)  12  Sim.  329,  and  see  the  note,  14  Beav.  120. 


^^  ^^^)TE. — Subsecinently,  in  Rt  D/ford^s  Charity ^  the  Master  of  the 
^^^^8  hesitated  in  making  a  simifar  order.    (2nd  August,  1852.) 

^^r.  BoggaHay,  in  support  of  the  petition. 


chari^. 
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MOFFAT  r.BURNIE. 

August  3.       

A  testator        fTlHE  testator  expressed  himself  as  follows: — "The 

tere«t*of  his"  remainder  of  my  property,  of  whatsoever  it  may 

residue  to  W.    consist,  such  money  as  arises  from  it  to  be  invested  in 

with  remain-     ^^^  public  funds,  the  interest  to  be  appropriated  to  tie 

der  to  the  tes-  j^^g  gf  f/^y  g^ij  ggj^  William  Moffat  and  his  wife  Jane, 
tators  grand-  J      it  a/  j  9 

chUdren.     W.  with  remainder  to  my  grandchildren  in  equal  propor- 
died  twenty.      ^        u 
nine  years 
after  the  tes- 

Jrife'.^ff        The  testator  died  in  1822. 
for  the  income. 

Sn^Ible  William  Moffat  died  the  25th  of  August,  1861, 
to  decide  on  having  received  the  income  during  his  life.  A  decree 
consequence  of  ^^^  heen  made  in  this  suit  on  the  10th  of  July,  1852, 
the  absence  of  and  the  fund  was  in  Court.  Jane  Moffat  now  presented 
some  parties,  .  .       /.  ,  /•  i       i*   •  i       i     <•     i-/. 

allowed  her,  in  ^  petition  for  payment  to  her  of  the  dividends  for  life. 

the  meanwhile, 

to  receive  a 

portion  of  the        The  questions  were,  first,  whether  the  wife  was  ea- 

u°ndertaWn^^^  ^'^'^^»  ^^^  second,  whether  the  grandchildren  were  to 

refund  if  be  ascertained  at  the  death  of  the  testator  or  of  the 

tenants  for  life,  and  thirdly,  some  of  the  grandchildren 

having  died,  whether  their  personal  representatives  were 

necessary  parties  to  the  suit. 

Mr.  Willcock  and  Mr.  C.  Hall,  in  support  of  the 
petition,  on  the  first  point,  cited  Armstrong  v.  jEZ- 
drige  (a) ;  Townley  v.  Bolton  (i) ;  Hatton  v.  Finch  (c) ; 
M'Dermott  v.  Wallace  (rf). 

Mr. 

(fl)  3  Bro,  C.  C.  215.  (c)  4  Bean,  186. 

(6)  1  MyL  4-  K.  148.  {d)  5  Beav.  142. 
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Mr.  Roupell,  Mr.  Cotton,  Mr.  Glasse,  and  Mr.  Leach,       1852. 
:for  other  parties,  cited  Harvey  v.  Harvey  (a). 

Mr.  Lloj/df  for  the  executors,  objected,  that  the  point 
could  not  be  determined  in  the  absence  of  the  represen- 
tatives of  the  deceased  grandchildren;  Caldecott  v.  CaU 
decott{b);  Say  v.  Creed  (c).  The  executors,  he  said, 
^ight  be  subject  to  great  responsibilities  in  allowing  the 
iund  to  be  parted  with,  in  the  absence  of  the  parties 
interested ;  Knatchbull  v.  Fearnhead  (d).  This,  he  said, 
€hey  were  not  inclined  to  incur. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

^y  impression  is,  that  I  am  not  in  a  situation  to 

decride  in  the  absence  of  these  parties.     I  might  decide 

agr^inst  the  Petitioner,  but  not  in  her  favour.    I  am  dis- 

P^>sed  to  think,  that,  considering  the  length  of  time  that 

*^^    income  of  this  fund  has  been  paid,  I  must  make 

^^'ook^  arrangement,  whereby  this  lady  may  receive  the 

^^*^^lc  or  some  part  of  the  income,  if  it  can  be  safely 

aoi:^^^     While  abstaining  from  expressing  any  opinion 

^'^    ^Vie  merits,  I  am  desirous  of  giving  to  the  Petitioner 

^^^^^thing  I  reasonably  can,  and  I  will  allow  her  to 

^^^ive  the  interest  of  the  consols,  on  her  undertaking  to 

^^Vind,  if  that  should  turn  out  to  be  necessary. 

;.  ^^a)  4  Beah.  215,  and  5  Beav,  (c)  3  Hart,  455. 

^^.  (rf)  3  Myl  Sf  Cr,  122. 

%,b)  Cr.  4-  PA.  183. 


Note.— See  Dando  v.  Dando,  1  Sim.  510;  15  Sf  16  VicL  c.  86, 
^-  42,  57  (1  Nov.  1852). 
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Aitgutt  3. 
Bequest  of 
"  all  the 
funded  pro- 
perty in  m  V 
name,"  held  to 
pass  Irish 
Bank  stock 
and  Irish  3} 
per  cents  be- 
longing to  the 
testator,  and 
standing  in  his 
name  jointly 
with  three 
others. 

A  legacy 
was,  a&r  cer- 
tain limita- 
tions, "  to  re- 
vert to  the 
possessor  of 
the  estate." 
Held,  that  the 
tenant  for  life 
of  the  estate 
took  it  abso- 
lutely. 


MANGIN  V.  MANGIN. 

rilHE  testator  bequeathed  as  follows  : — "  I  leave  my 
brothers^  Henry  Marcus  Mangin  and  George  W. 
Mangin,  all  the  funded  property  in  my  name  in  the 
Bank  of  Ireland,  vfhxch  is  not  entailed  with  the  estates, 
to  be  equally  divided  between  them,  and  at  the  death 
of  my  brother  George  W.  (a  lunatic),  his  share  to  come 
to  my  brother  Henry  Marcus  Mangin.  And  in  case  of 
the  marriage  of  my  brother  Henry  Marcus  Mangin 
(granting  that  his  wife  is  in  the  station  of  a  lady),  I  de- 
sire that  he  should  have  the  power  to  leave  it  to  her  oc  her 
children  by  will ;  otherwise,  that  it  should  revert  to  the 
estate.  I  also  leave  my  uncle  Alexander  Mangin  and 
Henry  Denton  the  trustees  for  that  property,  and  I 
desire  that  they  will  only  give  the  interest  to  my  brother 
Henry  Mangin.'*  .  ..."  At  the  death  of  my  brothers, 
the  money  to  revert  to  the  possessor  of  the  estatCy  except 
my  brother  Henry  marries  a  person  in  the  position  of  a 
lady,  in  which  case  he  has  the  power  to  leave  both 
sums  to  her  or  her  children." 


The  testator  died  in  1848,  and  his  brother  Henry  died 
in  1860,  without  having  been  married. 


The  Master  found,  that  the  testator,  at  the  date  of  his 
will  and  death,  was  not  possessed  of  any  funded  pro- 
perty in  the  Bank  of  Ireland  standing  in  his  name 
alone,  but  that  at  such  periods,  he  was  possessed  of  or 
entitled  to  3,212/.  Qs.  2d.  stock  of  the  Governor  and 
Company  of  the  Bank  of  Ireland,  commonly  called 
Irish  Bank  stock,  and  6,300Z.  \s.  6d,  Irish  3/.  5s.  per 

cent. 
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C  govemment  stock,  standing  in  his  name  jointly 
three  other  persons,  which  were  not  entailed  with 
estate. 


e  estate  was  settled  dh  George  for  life,  with  re- 
ider  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  with  re- 

inder  to  Reuben  for  life,  &c.  &c.,  so  that  George  was 

first  tenant  for  life. 


1852. 


Makoiv 
Mamqui. 


im r.  Headlam,  for  the  Plaintiff. 


;^Ir.  Follett  and  Mr.  W.  M.  James^  for  George  Man- 
^S.'wm.  •  The  bank  stock  does  not  pass,  for  it  is  no  more 
^^  affVinded  property"  than  shares  in  the  Westminster 
^^Ss^mk  or  any  other  joint  stock  company  (a).  Neither 
s^v^^  the  Irish  3^  per  cents,  included,  for  the  sum  was  not 
^  n  ^e  testator's  name,  but  in  the  name  of  himself  and 
"••^^  '■•^e  others  (6).  Secondly,  if  it  passes,  it  is  to  "  revert 
^^^  ^e  possessor  of  the  estate;"  and  therefore  George, 
such  possessor,  took  half  in  his  own  right  and  the 
ler  half  absolutely  as  possessor  of  the  estate. 


I3f  r.  Buskj  for  Denton. 


3f  r.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Osborne,  for  the  second  tenant 
**  life,  argued,  that  the  funds  went  over  to  the  pos- 
ers of  the  estate,  according  to  the  same  limitations. 


Mr.  Houpell  and  Mr.  Simpson,  for  the  first  tenant  in 

'^^l,  argued,  that  the  funds  were  to  revert  to  all  the 

'^^--Jssessors  of  the  estate,  according  to  their  interests 

'herein,  and  that  their  interests  in  the  funds  were  com- 

^^^^ensurate  with  their  interests  in  the  estate.    That  the 

fund 

^^.^(fl)  See  Bidge  v.  Newton,  2 
--^J.  4r  War.  239,  and  Bumie  v. 


^^eitimg,  2  Collyer,  324. 


(b)  See  Qutnnell  v.  Turner, 
13  Beav.  240. 
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fund  must  have  been  taken  out  of  the  estate  by  the  tes- 
tator, and  that  he  intended  it  to  revert  in  the  same  way 
as  if  it  had  never  been  withdrawn  from  the  operation 
of  the  existing  settlement  of  the  family  estate. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held,  that  the  Irish  bank 
stock  and  the  Irish  3/.  ds.  per  cents,  passed  by  the 
bequest,  and  that  George  took  the  moiety  of  Henry 
absolutely. 


May  6,  25. 
JVao.3. 
At  to  the 
equity  of  a 
creditor  of  a 
partoership  to 
obtain  pay- 
ment out  of 
the  separate 
estate  of  a 
deceased 
partner. 

A  creditor 
of  a  banking 

fcii^ed   cepta°<=e-     ^ov  Flood,  Lou  k  Lou. 

the  surviving  "  EdwARD  Lott.** 

Sartners  as  his 
ebtors,  and  to 
have  lost  by 
sixteen  years 
delay  and  bis 
conduct,  the 

benefit  of  a  trust  contained  in  the  will  of  the  deceased  partner  for  payment  of  bis  debts 
out  of  his  real  estate. 

Where  a  man  fills  two  characters,  he  may  do  an  act  which  may  affect  bim  in  one, 
but  not  in  the  other  character. 

Payment  of  interest  on  a  debt  by  surviving  partners,  one  of  whom  was  the  execotor 
of  a  deceased  partner,  held  to  have  no  reference  to  the  executorial  character. 


BROWN  V.  GORDON. 

rva  the  22nd  of  February,  1827,  the  Plaintiff  depo- 
^^  sited  the  sum  of  110/.  with  the  Honiton  Bank,  and 
took  from  them  a  promissory  note  in  the  following 
form : — 

"  Honiton  Bank,  22nd  February ^  1827. 
"Twenty  days  after  sight  I  promise  to  pay  Mr,  Robert 
Brown,  or  bearer,  110/.,  value  received,  with  interest  at 
the  rate  of  3/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  to  the  day  of  ac- 


At  this  time  the  banking  firm  consisted  of  H.  Baines 

Lott, 


1827.  Note  given. 
1830.  C.  Samud  Flood  admitted. 
1833.  H,  Bainet  Lott  died. 
1835.  £(/uHir(/ Lo// died. 


1843,  March. 

1847. 

1849,  July  6. 


C.  F/omfdied. 
Bankruptcy. 
BiU  filed. 


JBuckland  Lott  proved  the  will,  and  shortly  after- 

^^^x^ds  the  affairs  between  the  bank  and  the  testator 

^^^X"€  settled,  and  H.  Buckland  Lott  was  admitted  into 

^1^^   firm  as  a  partner.     The  firm  continued  to  consist  of 

^*^^   three  remaining  partners  of  his  father  and  himself 

^oxiwn  to  Christmas  day,  1835,  when  ^Edward  Lott  (one 

o^      *he  original  partners  of  the  testator,  and  one  of  the 

I>^x-«ons  liable  on  the  promissory  note)  died.    The  sur- 

'^'^'^^iDg  partners  continued  to  carry  on  the  business  until 

"^^^    month  of  March,  1843,  when   Christopher  Flood 

Ct.1:^^  last  survivor  of  the  partners  who  composed  the 

*ir*^:^  when  the  note  was  given)  died.     From  his  death, 

^*^^  remaining  partners,  C  Samuel  Flood  and  H.  Buck- 

^'^^d Lott,  continued  to  carry  on  the  business  of  the  firm 

^■^^il  the  month  of  November,  1847,  when  the  bank 

*^opped  payment,  and  on  the  23rd  of  that  month,  a  fiat 

^^     bankruptcy  was  issued  against  both  the  partners. 

"o  claim  was  ever  made  by  the  Plaintiff  against  the 

^^"t^te  of  the  testator,  but  the  interest  due  on  the  pro- 

'^^^csory  note  was  regularly  paid  every  half  year  at  the 

^^^^k,down  to  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  and  the  pay- 

'^^^nts  were  entered  in  the  bank  books,  but  not  in  the  ex- 

^^^utorial  account.  The  Plaintiff  proved  this  debt  against 

VOL.  XVI.  X  the 
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Z^X^,  Christopher  Flood  and  Edward  Lott,  but  in  1830        1862. 

C7.  jSamuel  Flood  was  admitted  a  partner.  The  partner- 
shij:^  continued  unaltered  down  to  the  20th  of  June, 

1 83S,  when  the  testator,  H.  Baines  Lott,  died,  having 
by  liis  will  devised  and  bequeathed  his  real  and  per- 
sorxal  estate  to  the  Defendant  Gordon,  T.  E.  Clarke 
a-n^.  to  his  son  H.  Buckland  Lott,  upon  trust,  by  such 
'v^s^y  8  and  means  as  they  should  think  fit,  to  raise  money 
to  p>ay  his  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses; 
^^^<3  ,  after  payment  thereof  and  subject  thereto,  he  gave 
"i^  property  in  trust  for  his  son  H.  Buckland  Lott,  and 
^F>i:>ointed  him  the  sole  executor  of  his  will. 


Brown 

V. 
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1852.       ^^^  estate  in  the  baDkruptcy,  and  on  the  6th  of  «/«/y, 
1849,  he  filed  the  present  bill  on  behalf  of  himself,  and 
all  other  the  creditors  of  H,  Baines  Lott,  seeking  to 
Gordon,      make  his  real  and  personal  estate  liable  for  the  payment  .^^.^^ 
of  the  promissory  note. 

Mr.  WiUcock  and  Mr,  Giffard,  for  the  PlaintiffTa^j 
Though  at  law  a  partnership  debt  is  joint,  and  the  sur-^-^  |u 
vivors  alone  are  liable,  yet,  in  equity,  such  a  debt  \t^  jg 
several  as  well  as  joint,  and  the  creditor  is  entitled  t»«^^  iq 
payment  out  of  the  assets  of  the  deceased  partner:K>^i.. 
Wilkinson  v.  Henderson  (a) ;  Lane  v.  Williams  (J).  •*  H  =  It 
cannot  be  disputed  now,  that  the  estate  of  a  deceas^^  ^ed 
partner  is  liable,  in  equity,  to  the  creditors  of  the  firc:^  -jm^ 
although  the  legal  remedy  exists  only  against  the  siKLv.ur- 
vivors,"  Winter  v.  Innes  (c).  The  equity  of  the  credit"  ^itor 
is  founded  on  the  equities  subsisting  between  the  par^a^mt. 
ners,  and  of  which  the  creditor  has  a  right  to  avail  hi^f  ^in- 
self,  and  the  statute  does  not  apply,  so  long  as  the  s** -^^sur- 
viving partner  continues  liable  to  the  payment  of  '  the 
debt;  Winter  v.  Innes  (d);  Braithwaite  v.  Britain(^ ^e). 

Secondly. — The  Statute  of  Limitations  is  inapplica'^^b/e^ 
for  interest  has  been  paid,  down  to  1847,  by  the  exis»^    tiog 

firm,  who  must  be  considered  as  acting  not  only for 

themselves,  but  on  account  of  the  estate  of  the  deceF=3.%rf 
partner,  and  of  which  one  of  them  {H,  Buckland  J  wmott) 
was  the  executor.  Braithwaite  v.  Britain(f)  w  ^sa 
case  very  similar  to  the  present,  for  there  was  a  ch^fge 
on  the  real  estate  and  nine  years  had  elapsed.  Thirdly.— 
There  is  an  existing  trust  for  payment  of  debts,  wliich 
authorizes  a  sale  or  mortgage ;  5a//  v.  Harris  (g);  SAaw 

V.  Bonrer\ 

(a)  1  A/j//.  4-  K.  582.  {e)  1  Keen,  221. 

(6)  2  Vern.  292.  (/)  Ibid, 

(e)  4  Myl.  Sf  Cr,  109.  {g)  4  Myl.  ^  Cr.  2G4. 
((/)  Ibid,  111. 
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^^  B(nrer(a) ;  and  that  trust,  being  still  subsisting,  pre-        1852. 

^^nts  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
fourthly. — To  discharge  the  estate  of  the  testator,  by 
I'eason  of  the  adoption  of  the  surviving  partners  as 
debtors,  there  must  be  an  actual  contract  to  substitute 
tbe  £ole  liability  of  the  existing  firm,  and  here  there  is 
no  eiridence  of  any  such  contract,  Harris  v.  Farwell  (J). 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Hetherington,  for  the  repre- 
seatstives  of  the  testator ;    Mr.  J.  D.   Chambers,  for 
Gordon  the  trustee ;  and  Mr,  Follett  and  Mr.  Nichols, 
for    the  assignees  of  H.  Buckland  Lett,  contra.    The 
right  of  a  joint  creditor  to  obtain  payment  out  of  the 
assets  of  a  deceased  debtor  is  "  an  equitable  right  only, 
^o    be  met  therefore  by  equitable  circumstances,"  Ex 
P^MTte  Kendall (c).     "That  right   standing  only  upon 
Suitable  grounds,  if  the  dealing  of  a  creditor  with  the 
surviving  partners  has  been  such,  as  to  make  it  inequi- 
^ble  that  he  should  go  against  that  fund,  he  would  not, 
upon  general  rules  and  principles,  be  entitled  to  the 
l^enefit  of  that  demand *'(rf).     Such  is  the  case  here; 
^^  Plaintiff,  after  allowing  sixteen  years  to  elapse  with- 
out making  any  claim  against  the  assets  of  the  deceased 
partner,  after  adopting  the  surviving  and  succeeding 
partners  as  his  debtors  and  receiving  interest  from  them, 
*^d  after  proving  his  debt  under  their  bankruptcy,  seeks 
^  disturb  the  position  of  those,  who  for  nearly  twenty 
years  have  enjoyed  the  testator's  property  undisturbed. 
Again,  his  delay  has  rendered  it  impossible  to  place  the 
parties  in  the  same  position  in  which  they  would  have 
been  in,  if  he  had  originally  insisted  on  payment  out  of 
the  testator's  estate. 

A  trust  for  payment  of  debts  out  of  personal  estate 

is 

(a)  1  Keen,  559.  (c)  17  Ves.  522. 

(b)  13  Bcav.  403,  and  15  Beav.  (d)  Ibid.  526. 
31- 

X  2 
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1862.  is  simply  inoperative;  Scott  v.  Jones  (a);  Freake  v.  d 
nefeldt(b).  Here  the  testator  died  in  1833,  and 
right  against  his  personal  estate  was  barred,  by  t 
Statute  of  Limitations,  in  1839.  Edward  Lott  died 
1835,  and  his  personal  estate  was  released  by  the  stati 
in  1841.  Christopher  Flood  died  in  March^  1843,  a 
the  statute  applied  to  his  personal  estate  in  March,  184 
so  that  all  right  has  been  lost  as  against  these  thi 
estates.  The  testator  did  not  intend  to  charge  his  n 
estate,  except  as  auxiliary  to  his  personal  estate,  a; 
the  Plaintiff,  having  lost  his  right  to  the  latter,  is  d 
entitled  to  have  recourse  to  the  former. 

Payment  of  interest  by  the  surviving  partner  is  i 
sufficient  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the   Statute 
Limitations,  Way  v.  Bassett  (c);  and  although  the  ex 
cutor  of  the  testator  was  one  of  the  partners,  still  tl 
payment  was  not  made  by  him  in  that  character.    Tl 
acts  of  a  surviving  partner,  who  is  also  the  executor 
a  deceased  partner,  and  which  he,  in  the  character 
surviving  partner,  is  bound  to  do,  cannot  be  imputed 
his  character  of  executor.  Way  v.  Bassett  ^d). 

The  Plaintiff,  by  his  mode  of  dealing  subsequent 
the  death  of  the  testator,  has  accepted  the  security 
the  surviving  partners,  Thompson  v.  Percival(e). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  his  Judgment. 


Nov.  3.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  bill,  in  this  case,  is  filed  by  the  Plaintiff,  ( 
behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  the  creditors  of  Hen 

Bain 

(a)  4  CI.  if  Fin.  382,  reversing  (f )  5  Hare,  55. 

1  Rua.  4-  Mtfl.  255.  (d)  Ibid.  67. 

(6)  3  3/y/.  4-  Cr.  499.  {e)  5  B.  ^  Ad.  925. 
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Baines  Lott,  deceased,  for  the  administration  of  his        1852. 

estate.    The  Defendants,  who  are  the  legal  personal 

representatives  of  Henry  Baines  Lott,  contest  the  fact 

alleged  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  which  forms  the  foundation 

^f  his  equity,  viz.,  that  he  is  a  creditor  of  the  deceased 

*^8tator,or  that  he  is  entitled  to  make  any  claim  against 

'^be  testator's  estate.    This  is  the  question  to  be  deter- 

^Jained  at  this  stage  of  the  cause,  and  the  solution  of  it 

^  spends  upon  whether  the  acts  of  the  partners  and  suc- 

^^^ssors  in  business  of  the  testator  have  kept  alive  a 

"^l>t,  which  otherwise  would  have  been  barred  by  the 

Statute  of  Limitations.    The  facts  of  the  case  are  these. 

H-^Tm  Honor  here  stated  the  above  facts,']    The  question 

-*^    'whether,  in  this  state  of  circumstances,  the  Plaintiff 

*^    entitled  to  that  relief,  or  whether  such  claim  as  he 

*^^ight  have  made  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  has  not 

^i«icc  been  barred  by  the  lapse  of  time.     On  behalf  of 

"tl^e   Plaintiff  it  was  urged,  that  this  was  originally  a 

J  oint  liability  on  the  part  of  all  the  members  of  the 

^*Tn,  but  that  in  equity  it  is  treated  as  joint  and  several. 

-'^^    support  of  which  proposition,  the  case  of  Lane  v. 

^"^^lUams  and  Wilkinson  v.  Henderson  were  relied  upon. 

Tliat,  consequently,  the  liability  of  the  testator  did  not 

^^termine  with  his  death,  but  that  the  several  liability 

^^^^ntinued  in  equity,  and  that  the  firm  having  duly  paid 

^^terest  on  this  note  until  within  two  years  of  the  filing 

^^   the  bill,  must,  for  this  purpose,  inasmuch  as  the 

^^©cutor  of  the  testator  was  one  of  such  partnere,  be 

^«"eated  as  the  agents  of  the  persons  interested  in  the 

^^stator's  estate  for  that  purpose. 

If  the  Court  should  be  adverse  to  the  Plaintiff  on 
tttta  argument,  it  is  then  contended,  that  the  testator 
nas,  by  his  will,  created  an  express  trust  for  the  payment 
^^his  debts  out  of  his  real  estate,  and  that,  accordingly, 
Ae  real  estate  must  be  so  applied. 

In 
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In  considering  the  former  of  these  positions^  and  the 
effect  of  the  payment  of  the  interest  on  the  note  by  the 
bankers,  it  is  essential  to  determine  in  what  character 
the  interest  was  paid.  If  it  was  paid  by  them  in  the 
character  of  agents  for  the  persons  interested  in  the 
real  estate  of  the  testator,  these  persons  will  be  bound 
by  such  payments ;  but  if  the  bankers  paid  the  interest, 
not  in  the  character  of  agents,  but  as  the  debtors  of  the 
plaintiff,  then  the  estate  of  the  testator  cannot  be  af- 
fected by  these  payments ;  and  in  that  case,  the  liability 
of  the  real  estate  will  remain  the  same  as  if  the 
payments  had  not  been  made.  Before  it  can  be  de- 
termined that  the  bankers  were  agents  for  this  purpose, 
it  must  be  considered,  how  the  agency  for  this  pur- 
pose, if  it  existed,  was  created.  It  might  be  created 
by  express  authority  or  by  implication.  Express  au- 
thority, in  this  case,  there  is  none ;  on  the  contrary,  it 
is  excluded  by  the  circumstance,  that  the  affairs  between 
the  bank  and  the  testator  seem  to  have  been  settled 
immediately  after  his  decease,  and  that  subsequently, 
no  claims  were  made  or  liabilities  existed  between  them 
on  either  side.  If  therefore  the  agency  existed,  it  must 
have  been  created  by  implication.  The  only  implication 
for  such  purpose  which  could  exist  in  the  present  case, 
if  at  all,  must  arise  out  of  the  relation  of  the  parties; 
and  the  only  circumstance  that  is  or  can  be  referred  to 
as  creating  this  implied  agency  and  authority  is,  that 
one  of  the  partners,  and  therefore  one  of  the  persons 
paying  the  money,  was  also  one  of  the  trustees  of  the 
real  estate  of  the  testator  and  the  sole  executor  of  his 
will. 


It  does  not  follow,  because  a  man  fills  various  cha- 
racters at  the  same  time,  that  the  act  done  by  him  in 
one  of  those  characters  has  reference  to  or  can  affect 

him 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  309 

him  in  another  of  these  characters  (a).    It  is  every  day's       1852. 
experience^  that  a  person  made  a  Defendant  to  a  suit  in 
Chancery,  as  beneficially  interested  in  the  subject-matter 
of  it,  may  also,  at  the  same  time,  be  the  representative 
of  a  deceased  person,  also  similarly  interested  in  the 
Subject  of  the  suit ;  but  if  this  Defendant  has  not  been 
ttiade  a  party  in  respect  of  his  representative  character, 
the  estate  of  the  deceased  person  will  not  be  affected  by 
the  decision  in  that  suit.     In  this  case,  unless  the  bare 
circumstance  of  one  of  the  partners  being  the  executor 
of  the  testator's  will  and  one  of  the  devisees  in  trust  of 
his  real  estate,  can  make  all  his  acts,  as  a  banker,  re- 
^luble  to  him  as  a  trustee,  where  such  a  reference  can 
i^ve  any  effect,  it  will  be  impossible  to  hold  that  the 
estate  of  the  testator  was  bound.    It  clearly  was  not 
supposed  by  Henry  Buckland  Lott  that  it  was  in  his 
character  of  executor  that  he  made  the   payments. 
They  appear  in  the  accounts  of  the  bank,  but  they  do 
J^ot  appear  in  the  accounts  of  the  executors.    It  is  ob- 
vious, that  Christopher  Lott  paid  them  as  partner  only, 
w^d  that  the  firm  considered  themselves  to  be  alone  liable 
f*or  this  debt.     No  reasonable  doubt  can  exist,  but  that 
^*^  the  settlement  of  accounts  between  themselves  and 
the  estate  of  the  testator,  this  liability,  in  common  with 
many  others  of  a  similar  description,  was  taken  into 
Wcoant,  in  settling  what  was  due  to  or  from  the  testator 
m  respect  of  the  partnership.     It  would  be  therefore 
with  great  pain,  if  I  should  find  myself,  by  the  settled 
decisions  on  this  subject,  compelled  to  imply  any  such 
agency.    The  cases,  however,  have  no  such  tendency, 
and,  in  truth,  the  case  of  Way  v.  Bassett  decides  this 
question  the  opposite  way.    The  debt  was,  at  the  death 
of  the  testator,  gone  at  law.     It  remained  no  doubt  a 
debt  due  from  his  estate  in  equity,  because  equity  con- 
siders 
(a)  Sec  Coppin  v.  Coppin^  2  P.  Wmt,  295. 
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siders  it  to  be  unjust^  that  where  two  or  more  persons 
are  jointly  liable,  the  death  of  one  should  throw  the 
whole  debt  on  the  other  persons  jointly  liable  with  the 
deceased  debtor,  and  thus  exonerate  his  estate;  and 
this,  as  was  justly  urged  in  argument,  is  the  principle 
of  Wilkinson  v.  Henderson,  Ex  parte  Kendall,  and  of 
Way  V.  Bassett, 

But  even  if  that  principle  were  applicable  here,  and 
if,  as  between  the  partners,  the  estate  of  the  testator 
had  never  borne  its  share,  how  would  the  Plaintiff  be 
entitled  ?  Christopher  Flood,  the  survivor  of  the  three 
partners  who  were  originally  liable  on  the  note,  died  in 
March,  1843,  and  the  bill  was  not  filed  till  July,  1849- 
Even,  therefore,  on  this  principle,  the  statute  would, 
without  any  assistance  arising  from  this  equitable  doc- 
trine, have  barred  all  remedy  against  the  personal  estate 
of  the  testator,  in  six  years  after  the  death  of  the  sur- 
viving partner,  that  is,  in  March,  1849,  which  is  pre- 
vious to  the  filing  of  the  bill.  In  every  way,  therefore, 
that  I  regard  it,  I  am  of  opinion  that  all  right  to  go 
against  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator  had  ceased 
prior  to  the  filing  of  the  bill. 

If  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator  is  not  affected, 
neither  is  the  real  estate,  unless  it  be  by  the  trust  which 
he  has  created ;  and  as  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  pay- 
ment of  interest  may  be  wholly  disregarded,  so  far  as 
relates  to  the  personal  estate,  it  follows  also,  on  the 
same  principle,  and  for  the  reasons  I  have  stated,  which 
are  equally  applicable  to  both  sorts  of  property,  that 
this  payment  will  not  affect  the  real  estate. 

If,  therefore,  the  real  estate  of  the  testator  can  be 
fixed  with  the  payment  of  this  sum  of  money,  it  must 
be  in  respect  of  the  form  in  which  he  had  devised  his 

real 
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seal  estate,  by  making  it  subject  to  a  trust  for  the  pay-        1852. 

mnent  of  his  debts.     The  trust  is  undoubtedly  clear  and 

distinct ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  will  not  entitle  the 

Tlaintiff  to  enforce  payment  of  this  sum  against  the 

testator's  real  estate,  because,  in  truth,  it  is  not  now  a 

debt  against  the  estate.    The  case  stands  thus: — At  the 

testator's  death,  there  was  not  any  debt  at  law ;  but  an 

equity  existed,  by  which  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to 

stand  in  the  place  of  the  surviving  partners,  as  against 

the  testator's  estate.    This  is  decided  by  WayY.Bassett. 

The  Plaintiff  has  not  thought  fit  to  avail  himself  of  this 

equity,  but  has,  in  lieu  thereof,  accepted  the  surviving 

partners,  who  were  liable  to  him  at  law,  as  his  only 

debtors.    Can  it  be  properly  urged,  that  in  this  state  of 

things,  he  is  a  cestui  que  trust  created  by  the  testator's 

will,  and  having  neglected  all  claim  against  that  estate, 

from  Juncj  1833,  tillJtt/y,  1849,  when  the  bill  was  filed, 

a  period  of  sixteen  years,  he  can  now  seek  to  enforce 

this  equity  by  means  of  this  trust?    I  am  of  opinion  that 

he  cannot.     He  has,  from  the  earliest  period  since  the 

death  of  the  testator  till  the  bankruptcy  of  the  surviving 

partners,  accepted  the  partners  as  his  debtors,  and  has 

proved  this  debt  against  their  estate,  as  if  they  were  his 

Sole  debtors.    This  alone,  according  to  the  doctrine  in 

3'hompson  v.  Percival,  would  discharge  the  testator's 

estate. 

But  it  is  further  to  be  observed,  that  by  accepting 
^hem  as  his  debtors,  and  taking  no  step  against  the 
"testator's  estate,  he  has  made  it  impossible  for  the 
Court,  if  he  were  allowed  this  equity,  to  place  the  per- 
sons interested  in  the  estate  of  the  testator  in  the  same 
position  in  which  they  would  have  been,  if  this  equity 
lad  been  earlier  enforced.  If,  at  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator, the  Plaintiff  had  insisted  on  payment  out  of  the 
assets  of  the  testator,  the  effect  would  have  been,  that 
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the  estate  would  have  been  recouped^  by  a  contribution 
from  the  surviving  partners  in  the  settlement  of  ac- 
counts between  them,  and  no  injustice  would  have  been 
occasioned.  No  such  contribution  would  now  be  pos- 
sible, and  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  consistent 
with  the  principles,  upon  which  this  Court  administers 
its  equities,  to  allow  the  Plaintiflf  to  claim  the  benefit  of 
one  which  he  has  repudiated  for  sixteen  years,  and 
when  the  position  of  the  parties  interested  is  so  mate- 
rially altered,  that  it  could  not  now  be  enforced  against 
the  Defendants,  without  doing  manifest  injustice  to 
them. 


I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  trust  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  created  by  the  will  of  the  testator  does 
not  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  the  relief  he  asks,  and  that 
consequently  his  case  fails,  and  that  his  bill  must  be 
dismissed  with  costs. 


Nov.  3. 
Proceedings 
were  stayed  as 
against  the 
legal  personal 
representa- 
tive.    A  pe- 
tition having 
been  pre- 
sented, pro- 
fessing to  deal 
with  funds 
standing  to  the 
general  credit 
of  the  cause, 
he  was  served 
therewith,  and 
with  a  notice 
not  to  appear. 
Held,  never- 
theless, that  he 
was  entitled 
to  his  costs  of 
appearance. 


ROWLEY  t;.  ADAMS. 

Tr>  Y  an  order  in  the  cause,  all  proceedings  had  been 
■^  stayed  as  against  Mr.  Marks,  the  legal  personal 
representative  of  the  testator. 

A  petition  was  now  presented  for  winding-up  the  suit, 
and  by  which  it  was  proposed,  that  funds  standing  to 
the  general  credit  of  the  cause  should  be  carried  over  to 
particular  accounts,  &c. 

The  petition  was  sei-ved  on  the  solicitor  of  Mr.  Marks, 
accompanied  with  a  notice  that  he  was  not  interested 
therein,  and  should  not  appear  at  the  hearing. 

Mr. 
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M  ar.  jB.  Palmer y  for  the  petition,  insisted  that  no  costs 
ougli  *^  under  the  circumstances,  to  be  given  to  Marks. 

ROWLET 
V. 

Mar.  Speedy  for  Marks,  asked  for  the  costs  of  his  ap-       Adams. 
peara.:Eice. 


Mx*-  Steere,  for  a  purchaser  of  part  of  the  estate,  made 
a  sin^mlar  application. 

7%^  Master  of  the  Rolls  gave  them  their  costs. 

NoTPE.— See  Heneage  v.  Aikin,  1  Jac.  Sf  W,  377;  Templemanv. 
Warri^£ton,  ibid,  note  (a)  ;  Crawihay  v.  Thornton,  2  MyL  4*  Cr,  24 ; 
BamfcMrd  v.  Wattiy  2  Beao,  201;  BrM«j  v.  Kinlock,  11  Bear.  432; 
Kilmiw^MterY.  Noel,  12  Bear.  246,  and  Day  v.  Cro/J  (Lords  Justices), 
J^9»  1  853. 


2%c  ATTORNEY-GENERAL,  at  the  relation  o/ W. W. 

€ind  E.  P.  r.  WYGGESTON'S  HOSPITAL.  Aug.  4. 

AJV^w.  3,  24. 
DECREE  was  made  on  the  28th  July,  1849,  di-  A  special  pe- 

recting  accounts  and  inquiries  (a).     Certain  facts  been^orelenfed 

having  (as  alleged)  come  to  light  pending  the  inquiry,  a  by  rektors  in 

P^^tion  ^as  presented  "  by  the  informant  at  the  relation  ^\^q  ^ttm-ney- 

aioresaid,'*  praying  very  special  inquiries,  as  to  the  pro-  General,  the 

pnety  of  proceeding  to  set  aside  a  lease,  as  to  encroach-  rected  the  At- 

n^ents,  timber,  inclosures,  lands  sold  to  railways,  &c.  &c.,  [^^'^^"^ 

™^ting  to  the  charity  property.  served,  and  at 

the  hearing, 
fLm-  .  ,         ordered  the 

""^i*.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Morris,  in  support  of  the  petition,  petition  to 

qn     stand  over, 
•*  '*^  with  a  request 
(a)  12  Beav,  124.  to  the  Attor- 

certir  ney-General  to 

^tr*y  the  coarse  he  thought  it  desirable  to  adopt  on  the  petition.  The  relators  ap- 
*|^^»  when  the  Attorney-General  asked  that  the  petition  might  be  dismissed,  which 
till  ^^^  accordingly  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  with  costs,  notwithstanding  the  oppo- 
"«on  of  the  relators. 
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Attorney- 
General 

V. 
WtOOE8TON*8 

Hospital. 
Nov.  24. 


The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls  directed  the  Attorney" 
General  to  be  served  with  the  petition. 


The  petition  was  again  called  on,  when, 

Mr.  W.  M.  James  J  for  the  Attorney-General,  said, 
that  the  decree  having  directed  a  scheme,  he  considered 
that  the  petition  sought  for  more  than  the  relators  were 
entitled  to  ask  of  their  own  authority. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  petition  involves  so  many  questions,  that  I  am 
not  disposed  to  make  an  order,  without  the  assistance 
of  the  Attorney 'General.  The  best  course  will  be,  Ui 
request  him  to  send  down  some  one  to  the  spot  to  make 
inquiries,  and  then  to  make  his  report. 

Mr.  Lloyd,  on  behalf  of  the  relators,  objected  to  that 
course. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  petition  must  stand  over  and  be  laid  before  the 
Attorney-General^  with  a  request  from  me,  that  he  will 
favour  me  with  his  opinion  as  to  the  course  he  thinks 
desirable  to  be  adopted  with  respect  to  this  petition  (a). 


(fl)  See  Attorney-General  v. 
BrettinghaniyS  Beav.  91 ;  Jlior- 
ney-Generul  v.  PretymaUy  4  Beav. 
467;  Attorney- General  v.  Cor- 
poration  of  Carlisle,  4  Sim,  275 ; 
Attorney- General  v.  I'he  Mer- 
chant  Tailors  Company,  5   Sim. 


288;  Attorney- General  v.  The 
Ironmongers  Company,  2  Beav. 
313;  Attorney-General  v.  The 
Corporation  of  Galway,  I  MoUoy^ 
97;  The  Corporation  of  Lvdlow 
V.  Greenhouse,  1  Bli.  (N.  S.)  44. 


Note. — The  relators  appealed,  in  the  name  of  the  Attorney-General, 
At  the  hearing  before  the  Lord  Chancellor,  the  Attorney- General 
asked  that  the  petition  might  be  dismissed,  which  was  done,  with 
costs,  notwithstanding  the  opposition  of  the  relators  (19  Jan,  1853). — 
M.S. 
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May  26,  27. 

BRIDGE  V.  BRIDGE.  ^^^  29. 

'TiHE  question  in  this  case  related  to  the  validity  of  a  Doctrine  of 
•^     voluntary  deed,  dated  the  9th  of  April,  1847,  and  JjunteiJ  Zid 

^^ecuted  by  the  Plaintiff,  John  London  Bridge,  under  incomplete 
f'L^^t•  settlementt. 

^e  following  circumstances  : —  Where  a 

donor  creates 
TJnder  the  will  of  his  uncle,  who  died  in  1834,  the  in  favour  of  a 

Plaintiff  became  entitled  to  one-fifth  part  in  two  houses  yolunieer,  and 

o/.,  the  trustee de- 

^^  -ZJean  Street,  Soho,  in  fee  simple,  and  to  one-fifth  of  dines  to  act, 

*e  tesiduary  estate  and  effects  of  the  testator,  of  which  enforeT^J!^*^ 

*  portion   consisted  of  certain   shares  and  bonds,  of  mentofthe 
^hich  the  Plaintiff's  share  was  the  following,  viz. : —      benefit  of  the 

300  Shares  in  the  Gener&l  Mining  Association.  ^°ifthriegal 

20      „     „     „      Regent's  Canal  Company.  owner  of  stock 

oA  A>  I      r  •       -D      J  execute  a  de- 

o\j      „     „     „      Columbian  Bonds.  daration  of 

*  He  one-fifth  of  the  remaining  portion  of  the  residuary  ^**  "I  ^^^^ 

personal  teer,  equity 
will  compel 
^^  execution  of  the  trust ;  hut  if  he  merely  assigns  the  stock  and  makes  no  transfer, 
^*'*  Court  will  afibrd  him  no  assistance. 

If  the  heneficial  owner  of  stock  standing  in  the  name  of  trustees  assign  it  in  favour 
^  A  Tolanteer,  and  notice  is  given  to  the  trustees,  who  act  upon  it,  equity  will  enforce 
^•performance  of  the  trust  in  favour  of  the  volunteer. 

^hen  the  owner  of  property,  vested  in  A,  and  B.  as  trustees,  purported  to  assign  it 
toliinuelf  and  others,  in  trust  for  volunteers,  but  no  legal  transfer  was  made,  or  recog- 
^tioQ  of  the  trust  bv  A.  and  £.,  held,  that  the  relation  of  trustee  and  catui  que  tnat 
"•d  not  been  createa  in  favour  of  such  volunteers. 

Voluntary  settlement  of  an  equitable  interest  in  real  estate  held  ineffectual,  the  legal 
««^  not  baving  passed  to  the  trustees  thereof. 

The  Plaintiff  being  entitled  to  shares  in  companies,  foreign  bonds,  consols,  cash  and 
»•!  estate,  which  were  vested  in  the  trustees  of  his  uncle's  will,  executed  a  voluntary 
W,  whereby  he  granted  the  realty  to  A.  and  B.,  to  the  use  of  himself  and  A.  and 
A,  upon  trust  to  sell,  and  he  directed  that  the  produce  and  the  bonds,  &c.,  should 
u^encefortb  be  considered  vested  in  him  and  A,  and  B.  on  certain  trusts  for  volun- 
^'^t^  Held,  that  the  deed  was  valid  as  to  the  shares  and  bonds,  which  bad  been 
^^Msferred  to  the  Plaintiff  and  A.  and  B.,  but  ineffectual  as  to  foreign  bonds,  stock 
ttfl  cash,  of  which  there  had  been  no  transfer,  and  no  acceptonce  of  the  trust  by  the 
'^^utMs  of  the  uncle's  will,  in  whom  they  were  vested,  and  ineffectual  also  aa  to  tha 
'••My,  the  legal  estate  not  having  passed. 
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personal  estate  of  the  testator  to  which  the  Plaintifi 
entitled,  was  admitted  by  the  Plaintiff  and  Defend 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  in  questic 
have  amounted  to  the  sum  of  12,694/.  lis.  3d.  3  per 
annuities,  a  balance  at  the  bankers  of  475/.  lOs. 
and  an  estate  at  Clifton  Mat/bank^  in  Dorsetshh 
which  he  was  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  i 
The  trustees  of  the  will  were  empowered  to  appl 
interest  of  these  funds  and  estates  for  the  benefit  o 
Plaintiff  till  he  was  twenty-five,  at  which  age  he  w 
be  put  into  possession  of  them  and  of  his  share  o 
residuary  estate,  which  was  then  to  be  paid  over  to 


The  testator  died  early  in  1834,  and  on  the 
May  in  that  year  his  will  was  proved  by  the  four 
tees  and  executors.     The  Plaintiff  attained  his  a| 
twenty-one  years  on  the  10th  of  February,  1846,  hi 
shortly  before  married. 


On  the  9th  April,  1847,  the  Plaintiff,  being 
upwards  of  twenty-two  years  of  age,  executed  a  < 
which  was  made  between  the  Plaintiff  of  the  one 
and  himself  and  John  Edward  Bridge  and  Alexc 
Gordon  of  the  other  part ;  and  after  reciting  wha 
Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  under  his  uncle's  will,  and 
a  settlement  of  accounts  had  been  come  to  bet 
himself  and  his  trustees  since  he  had  attained  his 
jority,  and  after  further  reciting,  that  by  an  indentu 
20th  March,  1847,  he  had  settled  1,600/.  East  j 
stock,  in  trust  to  pay  the  dividends  to  the  lady  who 
had  lately  married  for  her  life,  for  her  separate  us< 
without  power  of  anticipation,  and  subject  theret 
trust  for  himself,  the  deed  proceeded  to  recite,  tha 
Plaintiff  was  desirous  and  had  determined  to  make 
settlement  as  thereinafter  contained  of  all  the  pro 
he  was  entitled  to  under  his  uncle's  will,  together 
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the  absolute  reversion  in  the  East  India  stock  to  which        1852. 
be  was  entitled  on  bis  wife's  decease ;  and  after  reciting 
th^i  John  Edward  Bridge  and  Alexander  Gordon  had 
agreed  to  become  trustees,  together  with  the  Plaintiff,  of      Bridge. 
the  intended  settlement,  the  Plaintiff  conveyed  to  John 
Edward  Bridge  and  Alexander  Gordon  all  his  interest 
in  the  real  estate  (the  legal  estate  of  which  was  vested  in 
the  trustees  of  the  testator's  will),  to  hold  to  the  use  of 
the  Plaintiff  and  John  Edward  Bridge  and  Alexander 
Gordon  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  to  sell.    The  Plain- 
tiff directed,  that  the  produce  and  the  personal  estate 
and  effects  before  mentioned,  transferred  or  to  be  trans- 
ferred into  the  names  of  the  trustees,  should  thenceforth 
be  and  be  considered  vested  in  the  Plaintiff,  John  Ed- 
toard Bridge,  and  Alexander  Gordon,  in  trust  for  himself 
for  his  life,  and  subject  thereto,  for  his  children,  as  he 
should  appoint,  and  in  default,  amongst  all  the  children 
equally.    The  deed  then  contained  powers  for  advance- 
JJaent  and  maintenance,  and  declared,  that  if  there  should 
^  no  child  entitled,  that  the  trustees  should  stand  pos- 
sessed of  the  trust  funds  for  such  person  as  the  Plaintiff 
should  by  will  appoint,  and  in  default,  upon  trust  for 
bis  next  of  kin  under  the  Statute  of  Distributions.    It 
^Iso  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff 
*<)r  iiurther  assurance. 

Subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  settlement,  the  pro- 
perty comprised  therein  was  dealt  with  in  the  following 
^ :— On  the  4th  of  May,  1847,  the  300  shares  in  the 
General  Mining  Association  were  transferred  by  the 
executors  of  the  testator  to  the  trustees  of  the  deed  of 
settlement  of  the  9th  of  April,  1847,  and  it  appeared, 
ty  an  entry  in  the  books  of  the  company,  that  these 
three  trustees  were  the  owners  of  these  shares. 

The  twenty  Regent's  Canal  shares  had  also  been  trans- 
ferred to  and  were  now  vested  in  the  Plaintiff  and  the 

other 
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1862.  other  two  trustees  of  the  indenture  of  the  9th  April 
1847.  It  appeared  from  the  evidence,  that  the  Colum 
bian  Bonds  passed  by  delivery,  and  that  the  actua 
holder  was  treated  as  the  beneficial  owner  of  them  b; 
the  Columbian  government  and  its  agents.  Of  these 
no  transfer  or  delivery  had  been  made  to  the  trustees  o 
the  deed  or  to  any  one  of  them.  On  the  contrary,  the8< 
bonds  having  been  originally  in  the  custody  of  Joht 
Gunter  Bridge^  were,  on  his  decease,  transferred  inti 
the  custody  of  Alfred  Charles  Bridge^  another  of  th< 
executors  of  the  testator,  in  whose  possession  they  nov 
were. 

The  consols  were  also  standing  in  the  names  of  th( 
four  original  executors,  and  the  cash  balance  at  th( 
bankers  was  standing  to  the  account  of  Thomas  Bridge 
Robert  Bridge  and  Alfred  Charles  Bridge^  the  thre< 
surviving  trustees  and  executors  of  the  testator's  will. 

There  being  no  issue  of  the  Plaintiflf's  marriage,  he  in 
stituted  this  suit  against  the  trustees  and  executors  of  hu 
uncle's  will,  and  against  the  trustees  of  the  voluntar] 
settlement  and  other  necessary  parties,  praying^a  decla 
ration  of  his  rights  in  the  real  and  personal  property 
and  a  transfer  of  the  latter,  and  that  it  might  be  de- 
clared, that  the  settlement  of  1847  was  not  binding  oi 
him. 

Mr.  Roupell,  Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Southgate,  for  th< 
Plaintiff,  contended  that  the  deed  was  ineffectual. 

Mr.  Kenyon  Parker  and  Mr.  Sandys  argued  in  favoui 
of  its  validity. 

Mr.  B.  Palmer,  Mr.  Macnaghten,  Mr.  Grove  anc 
Mr.  Allnutt,  for  other  parties. 

Beatsm 
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teaisany.  J3eat8on{a);  Colman  v.  Sarrel{b);  Ward 
V.  ,^^udland  {c)  \  S/oane  v.  Cadogan^d);  Fortescue  v. 
I^a-g^wiettie);  Edwardsv,Jones{f);  A  ntrobuss. Smithing) \ 
-Oe/Z^ji  V.  Coppin(h);  Searle  v.  Law(i);  Ex  parte 
-F*y^  <A);  Meek  v.  Kettlewell(l)\  Kekewich  v.  Man- 
»£-r#^(»i);  Bentleyv.  Mackay{n);  Johnson  v.  Leg ard{p); 
S^99  £  £h  V.  Garland  (p) ;  M'Fadden  v.  Jenkyns  {q) ;  Pe/re 
^-  -^^^^pinasse^r) ;  Pulvertoft  y.  Pulvertoft{s);  Price  v. 
^^^€Te{t);  Billy.  Cureton{u);  Fletcher  y,  Fletcher {x); 
^^^^Aely  V.  Brady  (y),  were  cited. 


1862. 


Bridge 

V. 

Bridge. 


^Vie  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  his  judgment 


^^Jie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

T^Fie  question  which  has  been  raised,  in  this  case,  and 

^-^    now  to  be  decided,  is,  the  validity  and  operation  of 

^^^  ■  ^   deed  of  the  9th  of  April,  1 847.     The  Plaintiff  says 

^  ^  t    it  is  voluntary  and  void  in  toto.     The  Defendants 

^  t>rsiJt  to  the  Court  the  question,  whether  the  deed  be 

^^^"t     operative,  as  to  the  whole  of  the  property  thereby 

'^^^'f^orted  to  be  settled,  or  if  not  as  to  the  whole  of  the 

**^^F>erty  included  in  it,  at  least  as  to  such  parts  of  it  as 

have 


5?^   12  Sim.  281. 
e    ^  ^>  1   Ves.  jun.,  50,  and  3  B. 

V  ^^-  12. 
e.^^i   8  Beav,  201,  and  1  C.  P. 

Vj?*^»  146. 
e^^^'i  3  Sugd.  Vend.  ^  P.  Jpp, 

^^"%  3  Myl.  Sf  K.  36. 
>-X^)  1  MyLSfCr,226. 
1.^^  12  Fm.  39. 
^  ''*  )  4  MyL  Sf  Cr,  647. 
^O    15  Sim.  95. 
JEr^  ^3  18  ^f»'  149,  and  1  Spence, 
^  -    ^ur,  607. 
^O  lHflrc,464audlPAi/.342. 

"^OL.  XVl. 


(m)  1  DeG.M.^  G.  176. 

(n)  15  Beav.  12. 

(o)  3  Men  254,  ».;  3  Mad. 
302;  6  M.^S.60;  Tum.^R. 
281. 

(p)  2  Mfr.  123. 

(q)  1  Harf,  458,  and  1  Phil. 
153. 

(r)  2  ilfy/.  4-  K.  496. 

(«)  18  IVs.  99. 

(0  14  Beav.  598. 
•  (fi)  2  My.  4-  K.  503. 

(x)  4  Hare,  67. 

(5^)  2  Dru.Sr  Wal.  311. 


Nov.  4. 
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1852.       have  b^en  actually  transferred  to  the  trustees  of  the     in 

'^^-'^-^      denture  according  to  the  trusts  therein  declared. 
Bridge 

V, 

Bridge.  This  deed  and  the  facts  about  to  be  mentioned  h£L^HB.^€ 

raised  questions,  which  have  occurred  frequently  and  in 

various  forms  of  late  years.    There  is,  I  thiuk^  no  gr^* — g=sat 

difficulty  in  stating  the  principle  which  governs  the    ?>ge 

cases,  but  very  considerable  difficulty  is  frequently  to 

be  encountered,  in  the  application  of  them  to  particuS^nL  ^r 
instances ;  nor  is  it,  in  my  opinion,  easy  to  reconcile   ^     ^11 

the  decisions,  or  at  least  all  the  dicta  to  be  found  in  ♦  '^'^ 

reported  cases  on  this  subject. 

The  rule  is  thus  stated  by  Lord  Eldon  in  EllisowM,  v. 

Ellison{a)i — "  I  take  the  distinction  to  be,  that  if  y ^3U 

want  the  assistance  of  the  Court  to  constitute  you  ces       ^ui 
que  trusty  and  the  instrument  is  voluntary,  you  sl^^^'l 
not  have  that  assistance,  for  the  purpose  of  constitutSl  vig 
you  cestui  que  trust.    As  upon  a  covenant  to  traa^^-  '^'* 
stock,  &c.,  if  it  rests  in  covenant  and  is  purely  voli — =*  "" 
tary,  this  Court  will  not  execute  that  voluntary  co      •^^ 
nant;  but  if  the  party  has  completely  transferred  Bto^^^*> 
&c.,  though  it  is  voluntary,  yet  the  legal  conveyai^  _fcc:e 
being  effectually  made,  the  equitable  interest  will 
enforced  by  this  Court." 


iDe 


This  rule  has  been  recognized  and  acted  upon  in 
the  subsequent  cases,  but  a  considerable  diversity 
be  found  amongst  them,  as  to  what  does  or  does 
constitute  the  relation  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trusts 


^t 


-Co 
In  order  to  render  the  observations  I  am  about 

make  more  clear,  I  shall  first  exclude  from  them   *^--^ 

consideration  of  all  these  cases,  where  the  donor   fc"^^ 

created  a  debt  in  favour  of  a  volunteer,  as  by  execut"^  ^  ^ 

a 

(fl)  6  Fa.  662. 


y 


Bridge 

V. 
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a  bond  or  a  covenant  to  pay  a  sum  of  money.  In  these  1852. 
cases,  though  the  obligee  or  the  covenantee  should  be 
constituted  trustee  for  the  donee,  and  even  if  the  trustee 
so  constituted  should  decline  to  act  or  to  enforce  payment  Bridoe. 
of  t,be  debt,  the  Court  will  enforce  it,  as  in  the  case  of 
J^lclcher  V.  Fletcher  (a).  In  these  cases,  the  relation  of 
trustee  and  cestui  que  trust  is  clearly  complete,  and  the 
interposition  of  the  trustee  alone  prevents  the  donee 
from  enforcing  payment  of  the  debt  at  law,  against  the 
debtor  or  his  representatives.  I  omit,  therefore,  as  not 
applicable  to  the  question  before  me,  those  cases,  where 
^  donee  has  created  a  liability  in  himself,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  giving  to  another  the  benefit  arising  from  it. 
The  question  before  me  will  depend  more  upon  those 
^^ses,  where  the  donor  professes  to  assign,  for  the 
l>eiiefit  of  the  donee,  some  previously  existing  chose  in 
action. 

On  this  subject  some  points  are,  I  think,  reasonably 
ciea.r.  If  a  person  possessed  of  stock  execute  a  decla- 
ration of  trust  of  that  stock  in  favour  of  a  volunteer,  he 
^^uld,  I  apprehend,  clearly  constitute  himself  a  trustee 
*^*'  the  volunteer,  and  equity  would  execute  the  trust 
^*^ci    compel  a  transfer  of  the  stock  to  the  cestui  que 

-Out  if  the  same  person  executed  an  assignment  of 

"^  sstock  in  favour  of  the  volunteer,  and  no  transfer  of 

^   Btock  took  place,  this,  I  apprehend,  would  as  clearly 

^  Considered  to  be  no  more  than  an  imperfect  gift,  in 

^^oh  the  donor  had  not  done  all  that  it  was  in  his 

^^^er  to  do,  and  the  donee  would  get  no  assistance 

^^^  a  Court  of  Equity  to  compel  a  transfer  of  the 

On 

(a)  4  Hare,  67. 
Y  2 
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1852.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  stock  stood  in  the  names 

of  trustees,  and  the  beneficial  owner  of  it  executed,  in  ^ 

favour  of  a  volunteer,  an  assignment  of  such  stock,  and  ^ 
if  notice  of  that  assignment  were  given  to  the  trustees, 

who  acknowledged  the  validity  of  it  and  acted  upon  it,  ^^ 

they  would  thereupon,  through  the  act  of  tlie  beneficial  J'^mstl 

owner,  become  the  trustees  for  the  volunteer,  and  equity  "^^^^y 
would  enforce  the  due  performance  of  that  trust  in  his  ^s*  j  ^jg 
favour. 

Up  to  this  point,  I  think  that  no  considerable  difficultj^^  jjy 
arises,  but  to  what  extent  an  assignment  of  a  chose  ii^^     ,*;, 
action  by  the  beneficial  owner,  in  favour  of  a  volunteers- ^^er 
will  be  binding  without  such  notice  or  such  acts  by  tb*-^  jhg 
trustees,  is,  I  think,  doubtful  on  the  authorities.     The^  Mmey 
all  proceed  on  this  principle: — that  the  relation  of  true  .klv-us- 
tees  and  cestuis  que  trust  must  be  created  between  tW..^   tbe 
persons  who  were  before  the  assignment  trustees  for  tW^^  the 
assignor  and  the  volunteer  assignee.     Upon  this  pri^-^B-  nn- 
ciple,  as  Lord  Cottenham  observes.  Sir  William  Gras^ — ant 
proceeded  in  the  case  of  Shane  v.  Cadogan  (a),  whif  «nfcb 
has  been  the  subject  of  so  much  comment,  as  did  •  Sir 

John  Leach  in  the  case  of  Fortescue  v.  Barnett{b).    E^EIBut 
with  respect  to  the  acts  or  circumstances  which  ^^^^  will 
make  the  relation,  it  is  not,  I  think,  easy  to  recon^  .^cile 
all  the  authorities.     In  Meek  v.  Kettlewell(c),  a  m^ — nost 
acute  and  careful  Judge,  afler  much  consideration  ^^pand 
a  minute  examination  of  all  the  authorities,  deci(K=ied, 
that  where  a  person  entitled  to  the  contingent  re^  ^ver- 
sion  of  a  fund  vested  in  trustees  on  various  trusts,  as- 

signed all  her  interest  in  that  fund  to  her  son-in-l^Maw, 
and  declared  the  trusts  of  the  assignment  to  be,  in  y  "r^rt 
for  herself,  and  as  to  the  residue  to  her  son-in-law,  but 


{a)  3  Sugd,  Vend,  lOth  ed,  App.  QQ.  (6)  3  MyL  <J-  A'. 

(c)  1  Hart,  464. 
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of  ^wliich  assignment  no  notice  was  given  to  the  trus- 
tees ^  the  relation  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust  was  not 
cresfcted,  and  that  equity  would  not  enforce  or  execute 
the  trusts  of  that  assignment,  and  this  decision  was 
affii-xned,  on  appeal,  by  Lord  Lyndhurst(a).  This,  it  is 
to  be  observed,  was  the  assignment  of  a  mere  expectancy 
in  a.  chose  in  action  not  communicated  to  the  trustees  in 
whom  the  legal  interest  was  vested. 


1852. 


I  n  Fortescue  v.  Barnett  (b)  Sir  John  Leach  held, 
^^-t  the  voluntary  assignment  of  a  policy  of  assurance 
^^  "tlie  life  of  the  assignor,  of  which  no  notice  was  given 
^^  t:lie  insurance  office,  entitled  the  assignees  to  the  be- 
a^fit  of  the  policy. 

I*^  Antrobus  v.  Smith  (c)  Sir  William  Grant  held, 
^^t.  an  indorsement  on  a  receipt  for  subscription  to 
^h^i-es  in  the  Forth  and  Clyde  Navigation,  expressing 
^h^t:  the  donor  thereby  assigned  them  to  his  daughter, 
"^ot  l)eing  a  legal  assignment,  conferred  no  interest;  and 
^"^  same  principle  was  followed  by  Lord  Cottenham  in 
■^^^^9cards  V.  Jones  (rf ),  with  respect  to  a  bond  where  the 
**or^^  jjj^j  jjggjj  delivered  to  the  assignee. 

*  ^  Blahely  v.  Brady  {e)  Lord  Plunkett  held,  that  an 

^^^i^nment  of  a  note  for  a  sum  due  to  the  donor  for  a 

^***c3  person,  accompanied  with  the  delivery  of  the  note 

^Vie  donee,  and  the  execution  of  an  irrevocable  power 

'Attorney,  constituting  the  donee  his  attorney  for  the 

^^c^very  of  the  debt,  created  the  relation  of  trustee  and 

^^^^i  que  trust,  and  enforced  the  execution  of  the  trust 

^^i  nst  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  the  donor. 


S?^  1  Phillip*,  342. 
V  ^  )  3  Af .  4-  K.  36. 
Vo^  12  Ves.  39. 


One 


(d)  1  M.  4-  Cr.  226. 
(0  2  Dr.  4^  WaUh,  311. 
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1852. 


jr 

mv 


One  of  the  latest  cases  on  this  subject  is  the  case  of 
Kehewich  v.  Manning  before  the  Lords  Justices  (a). 
The  case  was  this : — A  lady  entitled  to  the  reversion  in 
stock;  subject  to  the  life  estate  of  her  mother  therein, 
and  which  stock  was  standing  in  the  joint  names  of  her 
mother  and  her  daughter,  assigned  her  interest  in  this 
stock,  on  her  marriage,  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  herself 
for  life,  remainder  to  her  husband  for  life,  and  after  their 
decease,  in  trust  for  the  issue  of  the  marriage  and  the^ 

issue  of  a  niece,  according  to  appointment ;  and  in  de *=y- 

fault  of  issue  of  the  marriage,  in  trust  for  the  niece  oft  <z»of 
the  settlor.     No  transfer  of  the  fund  took  place,  but  th^  M^t 
mother  had  notice  of  the  settlement.    There  was  nc^.a:::xio 
issue  of  the  marriage,  and  the  Court  executed  the  trus.^  jcjst 
in  favour  of  the  niece.  Assuming  that  the  deed,  as  regard  -t^-rds 
her,  was  voluntary  and  not  supported  by  the  marriag^^  .aige 
consideration,  which  point,  however,  the  Court  did  nc:».M=aiot 
decide,  it  is,  I  think,  distinguishable,  in  some  respects^j^^  ^=*t8, 
from  the  other  cases,  where  it  was  held,  that  no  relatioc^  f  .100 
of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust  existed  ;  but  if  some  •      ^  of 
the  expressions  to  be  found  in  the  judgment  of  tV.^"  tbe 
learned  Judges,  as  there  reported,  are  to  be  taken  a.tf^  ac- 
cording to  their  full  force,  it  is  difficult  to  reconcile  thc^  mxem 
with  the  decision  in  Beatson  v.  Beatson  and  with  M^^^^eek 
V.  KettlewelL   In  all  these  cases,  however,  the  princi^  f  iple 
in  Ellison  v.  Ellison  has  been  adopted,  and  the  var^:«r  na- 
tion has  been,  as  to  the  peculiar  circumstances,  whr  .^nich 
have  been  considered  sufficient  or  insufficient  to  m^^  ^ake 
the  relation  which  will  induce  this  Court  to  act. 


In  applying  the  principle  so  enunciated  to  the  pK — Jjre- 
sent  case,  one  very  material  observation  occurs  in  the 

threshold,  viz.  that  the    Plaintiff,   the  assignor,  c^^Joes 

z-     not, 
(fl)  1  De  G,  M.  4-  G.  176. 
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T)y  the  deed,  propose  to  create  the  trustees  of  the 
trustees  for  the  cestui  que  trust  under  the  deed, 
li  distinguishes  this  case  from  many  of  those  to 
Ii  I  have  referred ;  but  in  this  case,  John  Gunter 
fge,  Thomas  Bridge^  Robert  Bridge  and  Alfred 
"les  Bridge,  being  the  trustees  of  the  will,  in  whom 
«gal  interest  in  the  funds  assigned  was  vested,  of 
the  three  last  are  survivors  and  parties  to  this 


1852. 


Buit.^      the  deed  creates  John  Edward  Bridge^  Alexander 
Gar^^^n,  and  the  PlaintiflF  himself,  trustees  of  this  deed. 


1         j)ause  for  a  moment  to  express  my  opinion,  that 

notf-jk-Sng  turns  on  the  circumstance  that  the  Plaintiff 

con^» -Cituted  himself  one  of  these  trustees.     In  my  view 

of  t  V^  is  particular  case,  the  question  must  be  regarded  in 

exa^^  ^ly  the  same  manner,  whether  the  PlaintiflF  or  a 

8tra.mr^ger  had  been  the  third  trustee.     This  being  so, 

ihev-^  being  four  trustees  of  the  will  in  whom  the  legal 

iat^-K-^^gt  was  vested,  and  the  beneficial  owner  having 

assi  ^^ed  over  the  funds  to  three  persons,  in  trust  for 

certL^ii)  persons  as  volunteers,  no  transfer  is  made  to  the 

^^"^^    trustees  so  appointed,  nor  is  there  any  reason,  as 

the^»^  was  in  Kekewich  v.  Manning^  why  the  transfer 

®h(>  vild  not  have  been  made.     In  Kekewich  v.  Manning 

^"^    original  trusts  were  not  exhausted,  but  the  life  estate 

^'     tlie  mother  continued  in  the  stock,  and  until  her 

_^^tl)  no  transfer  could   have   been  made.      The  as- 

^'S^^or  had  done  all  she  could  do.     That  is  not  so  in 

"^    case.    The  trustees  of  the  deed  of  settlement  did 

^^^    ^o  anything  inconsistent  with  the  trusts  which  re- 

^"^^ed  to  be  performed  under  the  testator's  will,  and 

^    trustees  of  the  will  seem  not  to  have  been  advised 

•*^sist  making  any  transfer  to  the  trustees  of  the  deed, 

^il  the  settlor  had  attained   his  age  of  twenty-five 

^^^rs. 

Upon 
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Bridge 

V, 

Bridoe, 


Upon  consideration  of  the  above  authorities,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  relation  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trMst 
cannot  be  considered  to  have  been  constituted,  in  the 
absence  of  any  transfer,  which  may  have  vested  in  the 
trustees  of  the  deed  the  legal  interest  in  the  chose  in 
action  assigned. 

The  true  construction  of  the  deed  seems  to  me  to  be, . 
that  until  that  transfer  took  place,  the  relation  of  trustee^^ 
and  cestui  que  trust  was  not  to  arise,  and  that  until  it:^ 
did  arise,  it  was  only  an  imperfect  gift,  which  this  Court*" - 
would  not  interfere  to  complete  or  create. 

I  proceed  therefore  to  inquire,  how  far  this  relatioc 
has  been  created  by  the  actual  transfer  of  the  legal  in — 
terest  in  these  funds^o  the  trustees  of  the  deed.     Tb^ 
present  property  comprised  in  the  deed,  and  which  it  i 
proposed  to  be  assigned,  is  the  following : — 300  share- 
in  the  General  Mining  Association  ;  20  Regent's  CansK 
shares;  30  Columbian  bonds;  12,694/.  lis.  3d.  consols 
475/.  IO5.  lOd.  cash  at  Messrs.  Coutts'  bank. 


le 

IS 

es 
al 


This  property  has  been  dealt  with  in  the  followii: 
manner.  On  the  4th  May,  1847,  the  300  shares  in  tl 
General  Mining  Association  were  transferred  by  tl 
executors  of  the  testator  to  the  trustees  of  the  deed 
the  9th  April,  1847 ;  and  it  appears,  by  an  entry  in  t^^»  le 
books  of  the  company,  that  these  three  trustees  are  tJ'^'^e 
owners  of  these  shares.  The  twenty  Regent's  Car"*  ^J 
shares  have  also  been  transferred  to  and  are  now  vesfc^^d 
in  the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  two  trustees  of  the  ind^s^^n- 
ture  of  9th  April,  1847.  It  appears  from  the  evideir»<^ 
before  me,  that  the  Columbian  bonds  pass  by  deliv^"*"^* 
and  that  the  actual  holder  is  treated  as  the  benefic:^^^! 
owner  of  them  by  the  Columbian  Government  and      '■-^ 

age«^^**« 


Bridge 
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agen  "ti^s.    Of  these^  no  transfer  or  delivery  has  been  made        1852. 
to  thfc  ^s  trustees  of  the  deed  or  to  any  one  of  them.     On 
tbe  cs^^ntrary,  these  bonds,  having  been  originally  in  the 
cu6tc=»cdy  of  John  Gunter  Bridge,  were,  on  his  decease,       BaionE. 
tran^  tf'erred  into  the  custody  of  Alfred  Charles  Bridge, 
anot V»  cr  of  the  executors  of  the  testator,  in  whose  pos- 
sess! c^n  they  now  are.     The  consols  are  also  standing  in 
Ibe  n^mes  of  the  four  original  executors,  and  the  cash 
talam^ce  at  the  bankers'  stands  to  the  account  of  77io- 
wa«  bridge,  Robert  Bridge  and  Alfred  Charles  Bridge, 
the   ^hree  surviving  trustees  and  executors  of  the  tes- 
^tor's  will. 

The  result,  therefore,  which  in  this  state  of  circum- 

stances,  I  have  come  to,  with  regard  to  the  personal 

P^'operty   comprised   in    the    indenture   of  9th   April, 

*  847,  is  obvious  from  the  previous  observations  I  have 

*^^de.     So  far  as  regards  the  300  shares  in  the  General 

*^iniiig  Association   and    the  twenty  Regent's  Canal 

^'^ares,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  relation  of  trustee  and 

^^^iui  que  trust  was  created ;  that  the  Plaintiff  and  the 

^■^'^o  Defendants,  his  co-trustees,  hold  these  shares  upon 

'•'*^^  trusts  of  the  indenture  of  9th  April,  1847,  which 

^bey  are  bound  to  carry  into  effect,  and  which,  if  neces- 

^^•*y,  and  upon  a  proper  application  for  that  purpose, 

^'"is  Court  would  enforce;  that  so  far  as  regards  the 

^^iumbian  bonds,  the  12,694Z.  1  Is.  3d.  consols  and  the 

^^Bh  balance,  no  such  trust  has  been  created,  and  that 

'^^    Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  the  same  transferred 

^*id  paid  to  him. 

W'ith  regard  to  the  real  estate  comprised  in  the  deed 
^^  9th  April,  1847,  1  am  of  opinion,  that  if  no  estate 
Passed  to  the  trustees  under  the  deed,  the  relation  of 
^^^Btee  and  cestui  que  trust  was  not  created,  and  that 

the 
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the  deed  was  inoperative,  so  far  as  it  relates  thereto.^. 
To  determine  this  point  it  is  necessary  to  consider  what^ 

estate  the  Plaintiff  had  in  him  at  the  time  of  the  ex . 

ecution  of  the  indenture.     I  am  of  opinion  that  bis^^J^^g 
interest  was  merely  equitable,  and  that  under  the  trust^^i^i — -^ 

of  his  uncle's  will,  until  he  attained  the  age  of  twenty i« 

five  years  (which  he  had  not  then  done),  the  legal  estat^^  ^^.  ,^ 
in  all  the  real  estate  was  vested  in  the  trustees  name^i^  ^^ 
in  that  will.     I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  in,^^. 
denture  of  Jpril,  1847,  cannot  operate  as  a  conveyanc:^^:^^ 
of  any  legal  estate  to  the  trustees  of  the  deed.     I  ai^^mi 
also  of  opinion,  that  it  can  have  no  operation  as  a  decl^K-  a- 

ration  of  trust  of  this  property,  inasmuch  as  it  did  nog lat, 

as  I  have  already  remarked,  purport  to  make  the  tru  .^ens- 
tees  of  the  will  trustees  to  the  donees  under  this  inde*  =gcan« 
ture. 


My  decree,  therefore,  will  be,  to  dismiss  the  bill  so 

far  as  the  same  prays  any  relief  in  respect  of  the  sba  ^■■res 
in  the  General  Mining  Association  and  in  respect  of  ^      the 
Regent's  Canal  shares,  to  declare  that  the  deed  is  ino     — pe- 
rative,  so  far  as  it  seeks  to  affect  the  real  estate  to  wl^^  icb 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  under  the  will  of  his  uncle,  or  ^^nj 
interest  therein,  and  then  direct  the  Defendants,  the  &-  wr- 
viving  trustees  and  executors,  to  transfer  the  Columb-man 
bonds  and  the  12,694/.  1  ls.3rf.  consols  and  475/.  \Qs.  L  OtdL 
cash  balance  to  the  Plaintiff.    The  costs  of  all  parti^^* 
must  be  paid.     The  trustees  and  executors  will  be  pa£ — ^ 
their  costs,  as  between  solicitor  and  client,  out  of  tip   ^^ 
trust  fund  remaining  in  their  hands ;  the  trustee  of  ih^  ^^ 
deed  of  9th  April,  1847,  and  the  cestuis  que  trust  of  thaOi^  ^ 
deed,  other  than  the  Plaintiff,  out  of  the  trust  funds  now   "^^ 
subject  to  the  trusts  of  that  indenture,  the  trustees  as 
between  solicitor  and  client,  and  the  others  as  between 
party  and  party.     I  make  no  directions  respecting  the 

Plaintirs 
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Plain t-ifTs  costs,  as  he  will  deduct  them  out  of  the  pro- 
perty   transFerred  to  him,  and  I  think  that  he  cannot 
properly  throw  any  portion  of  these  costs  on  the  fundi?, 
which,  according  to  my  decision,  are  still  subject  to  the       Bridge. 
trusts  of  the  indenture  of  9th  April,  1847. 


Bridge 

V. 


June  10,  11, 

ANDERSON  r.  KEMSHEAD.  12. 

2V(w.  5. 
THROUGH  the  facts  of  this  case  are  very  fully  stated  The  Plaintiffs 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  the  following  short  mo^gj^eesof 

al>8tract  of  the  circumstances  will  be  useful : —  ^^^  &wce%  of 

J.  H.  in  the 
Woollen 

J'ames  Hay  was  possessed  of  150  shares,  of  100/.  Cloth  Com- 
^    ,  P^^Xi  ft""  the 

^ach,  in  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Company  of  Leeds,  a  Dhobah  Com- 

Jomt  stock  company  constituted  by  deed  of  settlement,  generd  wedi- 

The  deed  provided,  that  the  shares  should  not  be  trans-  tors  of  J.  H. 

*^*^ble,  except  with  the  consent  of  a  board  of  directors,  panics  having 

^^    contained  the  usual   provisions  for  registering  the  ?l?^*^®.2lf  *^® 

shares  in  "  The  Share  Registry  Book,"  and  provided  rights,  the 

^hat,  notwithstanding  any  assignment,  the  receipt  of  ianv  com-"*" 

t.he  registered  shareholder  should  be  a  good  discharge,  menced  pro- 

^'^d  that  the  Share  Registry  Book  should  be  conclusive  i^rd"Majw'8^ 

^^>dence  of  the  proprietorship  of  any  shares.  ^v^\  ^yf  **" 

dividends  on 
In  1846,  James  Hay,  being  indebted  to  the  Union  the  shares  in 

-*^ank  of  Scotland,  deposited  his  150  shares  with  them,  the  Woollen 

^^  a  security,  with  authority  to  sell  them.  ^^^^  ^^- 

In  same  solicitor 
|.  was  employ  ed 

^*'  *>oth  companies,  and  two  persons  were  directors  in  both  companies.  No  defence 
*•  txiade,  and  the  Dhobah  Company  obtained  payment.  Held,  first,  that  the  Plaintiffs 
P  ***d  not  recover  them  back  from  either  company ;  but,  secondly,  that  the  Dhobah 
p^'^pany  could  not  avail  themselves  of  a  similar  attachment  in  the  Lord  Mayor's 
j^^ft,  obtained  pending  this  suit;  and,  thirdly,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a 
^^«iver  of  the  future  dividends. 


Anderson 
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In  Aprily  1848,  Mr.  Hay,  being  about  to  go  to  Incfx^u, 
appointed  Messrs.  Anderson^  two  of  the  law  agents     of 
the  banking  company,  his  attornies,  to  sell  the  shai"^ 
Kemshead.    and  receive  the  dividends,  and  he  also  executed  to  tli^xn 
a  transfer  of  the  shares. 

Notice  of  the  power  of  attorney  was  held  by  the  Co  M.irt 
to  have  been  given  to  the  Cloth  Company  on  the  ISth 
of  October,  1848,  but  no  notice  of  the  equitable  m^>rt- 
gage  of  1846  was  given  to  the  Cloth  Company  until  ^he 
14th  of  May,  1850.  Two  dividends,  of  378/.  e»^<h, 
were  declared  on  Mr.  Hay's  shares,  and  which  bec^L-fuc 
payable  in  April,  1849,  and  April,  1850,  respective'*  y. 

Mr.  Hay,  being  indebted  to  the  Dhobah  Sugar  C^cddq- 
pany,  the  Defendants  Kemshead  and  Stewart  (twc=»  of 
its  directoi-s),  acting  by  Messrs.  Roy,  their  solicit^^  ore, 
commenced  a  suit  against  Mr.  Hay  in  the  Lord  May^  or*8 
Court,  on  the  5th  of  September,  1848,  for  the  purgiz^osc 
of  attaching  all  his  monies,  &c.,  in  the  hands  of       the 
Woollen  Cloth  Company,  and  they  served  their  s^^  <re- 
tary  with  notice  of  the  attachment  as  garnishees.         He 
pleaded  nil  habet,  and  the  proceedings  were  thereim  pon 
discontinued.     However,  on  the  26th  of  June,  1850;^  the 
Defendants   Kemshead  and    Stewart^  as    directors     of 
the  Dhobah  Sugar  Company,  issued  a  second  att^»ch- 
ment  against  themselves  (Kemshead  and  Stewart)     ^°" 
five  other  of  the  Defendants,  as  directors  of  the  Woc^  ^^^^ 
Company,  attaching  the  monies  of  Hay  in  their  ha.^^^^' 
The  garnishees  made  no  defence,  and  judgment  wa^  '"^ 
covered  against  them  on  the  22nd  July,  1850,awarcJ>°g 
756/.  (being  the  two  dividends  on  Hay's  shares),    ^^^ 
that  sum  was  thereupon  paid  by  the  Woollen  Comp^^y 
to  Kemshead  and  Stewart. 

A  further  dividend  was  declared,  and  Kemshead  a^" 

Steu>^^^ 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Stewart  recommenced  the  same  process  in  the  Lord 
Mayor's  Court,  but  they  were  stopped  by  the  present 
suit,  filed  on  the  22nd  April,  1861,  by  the  Scotch  bank 
against  them,  against  the  five  other  directors,  and  against 
Say  and  the  Andersons.  The  bill  prayed  a  declaration, 
that  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  150  shares,  and 
for  repayment  by  the  directors  of  the  Dkobah  Company 
of  the  756/. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Cairns,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
'^^  Plaintiffs,  as  equitable  mortgagees,  by  virtue  of  the 
meiuorandum  of  deposit  of  1846,  have  a  better  title  to 
^^^  shares  and  their  produce  than  the  Dhobah  Com- 
P^'^y.    It  is  said,  that  the  Cloth   Company  were  not 
ooond  to  notice  an  equitable  assignment  of  shares,  and 
^*^*t  they  were  not  assignable.     That  is  not  the  law ; 
^^en  the  profits  of  a  college  fellowship  are  assignable  in 
^9^ity,and  the  college  cannot  disregard  such  an  assign- 
"Oent,  Feistel  v.  King's  College  {a),  where  the  Court 
E'^nted  a  receiver  of  a  college  fellowship.     After  the 
dividends  had   been  declared,  they  became  the  sepa- 
^^^   money  of  each  shareholder,  to  be  dealt  with  as 
*^^   pleased,  Carlisle  v.   South- Eastern   Railway  Com- 
P^ny{h).      The  Dhobah  Company  had  notice  of  the 
P'aintiffs'  rights,  at  all  events  on  the  14th  oi  May,  1850; 
^nd  they  could  not,  with  such  notice,  acquire  any  inte- 
""^^t  in  the  shares  as  against  the  prior  incumbrancers, 
^condly,  the  proceedings  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court 
^ere  fraudulent  and  collusive.     Kemshead  and  Stewart 
^^re  directors  of  both  companies,  and  Messrs.  Roy  were 
f^'^citors  for  both  parties  litigant.   The  Cloth  Company, 
'^stead  of  making  a  proper  defence,  admitted  the  title, 
*^  Against  absent  parties,  and  they  must  take  the  con- 
^^^Uences.      Third  parties  cannot  be  bound  by  judi- 
cial 
(a)  10  Beav.  491.  (6)  1  Macn,  ^  Gor.  689. 
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1852.       cial  proceedings  in  their  absence^  and  such  a  judgmen 

is  wholly  inoperative  as  against  them;  Fordyce  ^^^  y. 
Bridges  (a) ;  Norris  v.  Wright  {b).  Thirdly. — It  was  th^-i^he 
Kemshead.  duty  of  the  company  to  make  a  proper  defence ;  the^^sy 
were  trustees  for  the  Plaintiffs,  Pintett  v.  Wright  (r  _-  >)^ 
and  might  have  pleaded  nil  habent  and  set  up  the  a  ^ag. 
signment  of  which  they  had  notice.  A  debt  cann^  ^ot 
after  assignment  be  attached;  2  Bacoris  Ab.,  tit.  Cu^smms' 
torn  (rf) ;  Lewis  v.  Wallis  (e). 

Mr.   Campbell    and    Mr.  Nichols,  for    the    Pate int 

Woollen  Company,  and  Mr.  Glasse  and  Mr.  Cole,  flMbr 
the  Dhobah  Sugar  Company.  The  deposit  of  the  sha^^ves 
was  not  binding  on  the  company,  for  by  the  deed         of 
settlement,  which   regulated  the  rights  of  the   sha        re- 
holders  and   all  claiming  under  them,  the  registe=^red 
owners  alone  could  be  recognized.    The  Plaintiffs  w       ere 
bound  to  give  notice  to  the  Cloth  Company,  and  ou^gght 
to  have  taken  proper  steps  to  complete  their  securit^^  by 
becoming  shareholders.      They  deliberately  abstai    -»ed 
from  so  doing,  after  notice  of  the  pending  proceeds,  ogs 
in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court,  in  order  to  avoid  the        re- 
sponsibilities of  shareholders  and  the  liabilities  to  c^aills. 
The  Dhobah  Company  has  obtained  a  better  titles     by 
their  superior  diligence. 

Secondly. — ^This  is  an  attempt  by  an  equitable  laort- 
gagee  to  obtain  an  account  of  back  income,  which  h^s 
never  been  allowed ;  Ex  parte  Wilson  {f);  Greslstf  J^* 
Adderley{g);  Ex  parte  Carlon(Ji)\  Ex  parte  BurrellC^)} 
even  after  notice  to  the  tenants  against  a  receiver  ^^ 
possession,  Thomas  y.  Brigstocke  {k). 


If 


(a)  10  Beat,  90,  and  2  PhU-  (e)  Sir  T,  Jones,  222. 

lips,  497.  (/)  2  Ves,  Sf  B.  252. 

(6)  14  Beav.  291.  (g)  1  SwansL  573. 

(c)  2  Hare,  120,  and  12  CL  ^  (A)  3  Mon,  4  Ayr.  328. 
F,  764.  (0  Ibid.  439. 

(d)  Page  595.  (k)  4  RusseU,  64. 
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^f  Hay  had  become  bankrupt  the  shares  would  have 
teea  within  his  order  and  disposition.    The  proceedings 
in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  are  binding  on  the  PlaintifTs. 
Tiey  had  notice  of  them  and  might  have  appeared    Kemshead, 
under  the  power  of  attorney.     The  proceeding  com- 
pletely exonerates  the  garnishee,  M* Daniel  v.  Hughes{a). 
The  order  of  another  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction  is 
ft  full  protection  to  the  parties  acting  in  obedience  to  it, 
Benderson  v.  Henderson  (6). 

Mr.  R.  Palmer^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  referred  to  Whitworth  v. 
Gr^Uffain  (c),  and  said  he  would  consider  the  case. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  suit  instituted  by  the  Union  Bank  of  Scot-  Nov.  5. 
^nd  against  the  directors  of  the  Dhobah  Sugar  Com- 
P^ny,  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Company  of  Leeds, 
wid  James  Hay.  The  object  of  it  is  to  enforce  a  se- 
curity which  the  Plaintiffs  have  obtained  from  the  De- 
fendant James  Hay,  upon  his  shares  in  the  Patent 
Woollen  Cloth  Company,  against  all  pei-sons  claiming 
^oy  interest  therein ;  and  the  question  principally  relates 
to  the  dividends  which  have  accrued  due  on  these  shares 
previously  to  the  filing  of  the  bill. 

•On  the  7th  of  October,  1846,  the  Defendant  ./aiwe^ 
B^y  applied  to  the  Union  Bank  of  Scotland  to  ad- 
vance him  a  sum  of  money  on  his  promissory  note  for 
^>121/,  10^.  at  six  months'  date.  As  a  security  for  the 
^^payment  of  this  sura,  he  proposed  to  deposit  certifi- 
cates 

(a)  3  East,  367.  (h)  3  Hare,  100. 

(c)  3  Hare,  416,  and  1  FhiL  728. 
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Anderson 

V, 

Kemshead. 


cates  of  150  shares  held  by  him  in  the  Patent  Woollen  ^n 
Cloth  Company.  This  was  accordingly  done,  and  Jamesa^^s 
Hay^  besides  making  this  deposit  of  the  certificate  fc^— -rrr 
shares^  signed  a  memorandum  of  deposit  of  the  sau^ — le 
date^  which  was  addressed  to  the  manager  in  the^^^ge 
words  : — "  Sir,  The  Union  Bank  of  Scotland  haviir — icr 
this  day  discounted  my  promissory  note  at  six  montJ^Hig 

date  for  4,121/.  10^.,  I  beg  to  deposit  with  you,  as  cc d1- 

lateral  security  to  the  bank,  150  shares  of  100/.  each  in 
the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Company  of  Leeds,  60/.  y  -^r 
share  paid,  to  represent  9,000/. ;  and  I  authorize  you  to 
hold  the  same  until  repayment  by  me  of  the  said  nc^^te, 
with  power  to  you,  in  default  of  such  repayment,  to  ^^sell 

these  shares  for  such  price  as  you  can  obtain  and  in  si icb 

way  as  you  think  most  expedient,  and  to  apply  the  p^^ro- 
ceeds  in  the  bank's  repayment,  you  accounting  to  me 
for  any  balance  of  price  which  may  remain  in  y  our 
hands,  and  I,  on  the  other  hand,  being  bound  to  m^ — ake 
good  to  you  any  deficiency,  should  the  shares  not  Te\  ilize 
the  full  amount  of  my  engagement  to  the  bank,  with  any 
expenses  that  may  be  incurred  by  you." 


3Dey 
had 


In  April,  1848,  Mr.  Hay,  being  then  about  to  I 
this  country  for  India,  and  the  whole  of  the  mt 
advanced  to  him,  with  the  exception  of  600/.  which 
been  repaid,  being  due  to  the  Union  Bank,  he  exec  wted 
a  power  of  attorney  (which  being  for  value  was  irre- 
vocable), by  which  he  constituted  two  of  the  Defendt*D^S 
the  law  agents  and  nominees  of  the  bank,  his  attoK'ii'es 
to  sell  these  shares,  when  and  at  such  prices  as  'they 
should  think  fit,  and  to  receive  all  dividends  vrhich 
might  accrue  due  upon  them.  And  at  the  same  time, 
he  executed  and  delivered  to  these  gentlemen  a  transfer 
of  the  150  shares. 


On   the  19th  October,   1848,  notice  was  given, 

writii 


\i\ 
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vritiing,  to  the  secretary  of  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth        1862. 
Coda  pany,  that  Mr.  Hay  had  executed  a  power  of  at- 
torney, enabling  these  gentlemen  to  receive  the  divi- 
dend ts^  but  not  stating  anything  respecting  the  assign-     Kbmshead. 
ment    which   the   Union   Bank   had   on   these  shares. 
This    letter  was  answered  by  Messrs.  Roy  k  Co.,  the 
solicitors  to  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Company,  on 
the  28th  of  the  same  month,  stating,  that  the  dividends 
had  hitherto  been  retained  against  calls,  made  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  off  debts ;  and  also  stating,  that  an 
attachment  had  been  laid  on  these  shares,  in  respect  of 
calls  due  from  Mr.  Hay  to  the  Dhobah  Sugar  Com- 
pany, "so  that,  we  apprehend,  you  must  necessarily 
leave  Mr.  Hays  interest  as  it  stands,  till  he  has  dis- 
charged  this   attachment."     This  passage  in  Messrs. 
Roy's  letter  referred  to  an  ineffectual  attempt  made  in 
the  Lord   Mayor's  Court,  in   the   previous  month  of 
^tember,  to  effect  such  an  attachment,  but  which 
^me  to  nothing:  and  was  abandoned. 


""o 


In  reply  to  this  letter,  the  agents  of  the  Union  Bank 

'"'ote  to  Messrs.  Roy  on  the   16th  November,  1848, 

^*^ing  the  date  of  the  attachment  and  requesting  their 

P^vate  opinion  as  to  the  effect  of  the  attachment  in  giving 

*  P^rference  over  the  other  creditors  of  Mr.  Hay,  and 

P^^icularly  those  who  had  obtained  an  assignment  of 

^^  shares  in  question.    In  answer  to  this,  Messrs.  Roy, 

^  the  4th  of  December  following,  state,  that  the  attach- 

""^^^t  was  of  recent  date,  about  October  last,  and  "  if  the 

^^gnment  of  the  shares  were  regular  and  registered,  it 

^^Uld  transfer  the  ownership  and  defeat  the  attach- 

^*it."      Nothing  further  appears  to  have  been  done 

"^t'^een  j^ny  of  the  parties  concerned  till  the  month  of 

*\y  in  the  following  year.    It  is  stated,  that  a  dividend 

^^^  expected  to  be  paid  by  the  Woollen  Cloth  Company 

"^CL.  XVI.  z  in 
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in  September,  1848;  and  it  is  stated,  in  the  answer  o 
the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Company,  that  a  diyidend  o 
378/.  was  declared  and  became  payable  by  the  com 
Kemsbead.  pany  on  the  10th  April,  1849,  and  a  second  diyidend  t 
the  same  amount  in  the  month  of  April,  1860,  amooDt 
ing  together  to  766/. 

In  the  meantime  and  in  the  month  of  July,  1849,  th 
directors  of  the  Dhobah  Company  wrote  to  Mr.  Hay  i 
India,  and  requested  him  to  transfer  to  them  his  share 
in  the  Woollen  Cloth  Company,  and  they  informed  hic 
that  some  dividends  having  been  declared  by  the  Clot! 
Company,  they  had  lodged  a  detainer  against  the  amoan 
due  on  his  shares.  In  September,  1849,  Mr.  Hay  retume 
an  answer  (which  was  probably  received  about  the  begin 
ning  of  December  following)  stating,  that  if  they  woul 
apply  to  Messrs.  Anderson  and  Wood,  Castle  Street 
Edinburgh,  they  would  obtain  information,  showin] 
their  error  in  having  detained  the  dividend  referred  to. 

Up  to  the  month  of  February,  1860,  no  notice  i 
proved  to  have  been  given  by  the  Plaintiffs,  or  by  an 
person  on  their  behalf,  of  the  claim  of  lien  on  the  share 
of  Mr.  Hay,  to  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Compan} 
either  directly  or  to  any  agent  or  solicitor  of  theirs;  no 
does  it  appear,  whether  the  directors  of  the  Dhobah  Com 
pany  applied  for  information  to  Messrs.  Anderson  an 
Wood, as  suggested  by  Mr.  Hays  letter.  However,  i 
the  month  of  February  following,  one  dividend  havin 
been  declared  and  another  expected,  amounting  togetbc 
to  756/.,  and  there  being  then  a  fund  to  be  contende 
for,  a  negociation  took  place  between  the  different  pai 
ties,  in  the  course  of  which,  it  is  established  by  the  evi 
dence  of  Mr.  Cobb,  that  at  least  on,  if  not  before  th 
14th  day  of  May,  1860,  he  informed  Messrs.  Roy  k  d 
(who  were  the  solicitors  both  of  the  Woollen  Cloth  Con 

pan 
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pany   and  of  the  Dhobah  Sugar  Company),  that  the        1862. 
Union  Bank  of  Scotland  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the      ^^^/-•*^ 
shares  of  Mr.  Hay,  and  that  a  power  jo(  attorney  for  the        w'>^RfON 
sale  of  the  shares  and  an  assignment  of  them  had  been     Kcmshbad. 
executed  by  him  to  Messrs.  Anderson,  the  law  agents  of 
theUnion  Bank,  The  value  and  importance  of  this  notice 
is  a    matter  to  be  weighed  hereafter;  but  the  fact  of 
the  notice  having  been  given  in  May,  1850,  is,  in  my 
opinion,  established,  and  it  is,  I  think,  notice  to  both 
the  companies  of  these  facts. 

It   is  suggested  by  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Com- 
pany»  in  their  answer,  that  Messrs.  Roy  &  Co.  was,  in 
this  negociation,  acting  solely  on  account  of  the  Dhobah 
Sugar  Company,  and  that  consequently,  the  information 
received  by  them,  in  that  character,  could  not  be  con- 
sidered as  information  given  to  the  Patent  Woollen 
Cloth  Company ;  but  I  do  not  accede  to  that  view  of 
^^  case,  and  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  information  was 
&^^n  to  and  received  by  them  as  much  in  one  character 
'^  in  the  other,  and  Mr.  Roy,  who  is  examined  as  a 
^^tiess  in  the  cause,  does  not  deny  such  notice;  in 
^^b  he  is  not  examined  to  dispute  the  fact  of  such 
'l^^ice  having  been  given,  either  actually  or  construc- 
^^ly,  to  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Company  on  or  be- 
'^^^^  14th  May,  1850. 

On  the  28th  June,  1850,  these  negociations  came  to 
^  ^lose,  without  arriving  at  any  satisfactory  conclusion, 
**^^  cm  the  26th  of  that  month,  the  directors  of  the 
^^obah  Sugar  Company  issued  an  attachment  against 
^  dividends  of  756Z.  in  the  hands  of  the  Patent  Woollen 
^^th  Company,  and  on  the  following  day,  the  judg- 
"J^^nt  was  completed ;  the  sum  of  766/.  was  then  taken 
^tt  execution,  and  paid  by  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth 
Cc^mpany  to  the  Dhobah  Sugar  Company. 

z2  On 
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On  the  lOlh  August,  1850,  a  third  dividend  of  a  like 
amount  of  378/.  was  declared  on  the  shares  of  James 
Hay  in  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Company,  and  de- 
clared to  be  payable  in  the  month  of  April,  1851. 

In  September f  1850,  a  proceeding,  similar  to  that 
which  I  have  already  stated,  was  commenced  in  the 
Lord  Mayor's  Court  by  the  Dhobah  Sugar  Company ; 
but  before  this  could  be  perfected,  and  on  the  22nd 
April,  1851,  this  bill  was  filed  and  an  injunction  ob- 
tained, to  restrain  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Company 
from  paying  over  this  third  dividend  until  the  hearing 
of  the  cause. 

The  question  principally  arjgued  before  me  was, 
whether,  in  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  Plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  require  the  directors  of  the  Patent 
Woollen  Cloth  Company  to  make  good  and  repay  to 
the  Plaintiffs  this  sum  of  7561.,  the  amount  of  the  two 
first  dividends  so  paid  by  them  to  the  Dhobah  Sugar 
Company.  The  grounds  on  which  this  was  contended  for 
were,  first,  that  while  the  dividends  remained  unpaid  in 
the  hands  of  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Company,  the 
right  of  the  Plaintiffs  to  them  was  preferable  to  that 
of  the  Dhobah  Company,  and  that  priority  and  posses- 
sion of  the  money  was,  in  truth,  given  to  the  Dhobah 
Company  by  fraud  and  collusion.  The  circumstances 
which  are  relied  upon  to  induce  the  Court  to  come  to 
this  conclusion  are  the  following  : — First,  that  the  De- 
fendants Messrs.  Kemshead^nd  Stewart  are  the  trustees 
and  directors  of  the  Dhobah  Sugar  Company,  and  that 
the  same  two  gentlemen  are,  together  with  the  next  five 
Defendants  on  the  record,  the  Directors  of  the  Patent 
Woollen  Cloth  Company.  Secondly,  that  Messrs.  Roy 
&  Co.  were  and  are,  and  acted  throughout  the  whole 
transaction,  as  the  solicitors  for  both  the  companies. 

Thirdly, 
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Thirdly,  that  in  the  action  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court,  1862. 
IVIessrs.  Roy  Ic  Co.  acted  as  the  solicitors  of  the  Plain- 
lifis  and  of  the  garnishees  in  that  action;  and  that 
accordingly,  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Company,  the 
garnishees  in  the  action,  did  not  plead  nil  habent^  as 
they  ought  to  have  done,  and  as  they  did  in  fact,  in 
respect  of  the  dividends  which  had  accrued  due  and 
^vhich  had  formed  the  subject  of  the  abandoned  pro- 
ceedings in  September  J  1848. 

Upon  the  first  point,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  in  the 
SLbsence  of  all  proceedings,  the  right  of  the  Plaintiffs  to 
-^lie  dividends  in  the  hands  of  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth 
OTompany,  which  had  accrued  due  on  the  shares  of  Mr. 
^J'ajmes  Hay,  was  preferable  to  that  of  the  Dhobah  Sugar 
OTompany.     The  Plaintiffs  were  as  much  equitable  in- 
^^umbrancers  or  mortgagees  of  the  shares  and  dividends 
^M.s  Mr.  Hay  could  make  them,  and  the  Dhobah  Sugar 
<ZIk>inpany  were  merely  general  creditors  of  Mr.  James 
^.^Say^  having  no  right  or  title  to  these  shares  over  and 
^^bove  what  every  creditor  has  to  the  property  of  his 
^debtor.     But  although  I   have  formed  this  opinion,  I 
.Inave  also  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  Defendants 
:£n  these  proceedings  did  nothing  more  than  they  were 
entitled  to  do,  and  that  no  equity  exists  to  compel  any 
of  them  to  make  good  or  refund  the  amount  of  these 
•two  dividends.    That  Messrs.  Roy  were  actively  en- 
deavouring to  gain  for  their  clients  the  dividends  in  the 
hands  of  their  clients  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Com- 
pany, at  a  time  when  they  knew  that  the  Plaintiffs 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to  these  dividends,  is,  I  think, 
the  strongest  mode  in  which  it  can  be  put  in   favour 
of  the  Plaintiffs ;   but  I  look  in  vain  through  the  pro- 
ceedings, to  discover  any  fact  that  can  induce  me  to 
come   to  the  conclusion^  that  the  Plaintiffs   were  in- 
daced  to  forbear  prosecuting  any  means  in  their  power 

to 
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1862.  ^^  obtain  the  dividends^  by  any  representaticms  ol 
the  Defendants^  or  of  the  Messrs.  Roy  8c  Co.,  tbeii 
solicitors^  or  of  any  agent  of  theirs.  The  only  cir- 
Kemshead.  cumstance  that  bears  that  way^  in  the  slightest  degree, 
is  the  letter  of  the  28th  of  October,  1848,  stating  thai 
an  attachment  had  been  laid  upon  the  shares  of  Mr. 
James  Hay,  and  the  dividends,  if  any,  by  the  JOAobai 
Sugar  Company,  so  that,  says  the  writer : — "  We  ap- 
prehend you  must  necessarily  leave  Mr.  Hay's  interest 
as  it  stands,  till  he  has  discharged  this  attachment.' 
And  it  is  alleged  in  the  bill,  that  the  Plaintiffs  wen 
induced  by  this  letter  to  believe,  that  an  attachment  laj 
upon  these  shares,  which  would  affect  all  the  fartbei 
dividends  arising  from  them.  But  I  cannot  attribute 
any  serious  consequences  to  the  impression  which  ma) 
have  been  produced  by  the  statements  contained  in  thii 
letter:  first,  because  no  evidence  is  adduced  to  show, 
that  the  Plaintiffs  were  under  any  erroneous  impression 
as  to  the  facts  which  had  occurred,  or  with  respect  tc 
the  effect,  at  law,  of  such  attachment;  and  secondly 
because  even  if  the  statement  contained  in  that  letter 
which  I  have  read,  should  be  considered  incorrect,  and 
made  originally  with  a  view  to  deceive,  the  effect  of  it 
was  removed  by  the  letter  of  Messrs.  Roy  &  Co..,  oi 
the  4th  of  December,  1848,  which  correctly  infonnec 
the  Plaintiffs,  that  by  acting  on  their  assignment  the) 
mio:ht  defeat  the  attachment. 


"O 


The  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Company  say,  that  thej 
are  not  and  were  not  bound  to  take  notice  of  any  one, 
not  a  registered  owner  in  their  books  of  shares  in  theii 
company,  and  they  deny  that  any  right  to  or  interest  ir 
shares  in  this  company  is,  or  can  be,  vested  in  any  one 
except  such  persons  as  having,  according  to  the  form  o 
the  company,  entitled  themselves  to  be  treated  as  thi 

owners 
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owners.  The  Plaintiflfe,  no  doubt,  would  willingly  have  1862. 
availed  themselves  of  their  assignment,  and  have  acted 
upon  it,  if  they  could  have  done  so  without  thereby  in- 
curring the  liabilities  which  attach  to  an  owner  of  the 
eompany.  Being  bankers,  they  of  course  declined  to 
incur  any  such  risk,  but  they  contend,  that  having  an 
assignment  of  these  shares,  and  having  given  notice  of 
it  to  the  company,  although  they  refuse  to  act  upon  it 
and  thereby  constitute  themselves  the  legal  owners  of 
the  shares,  yet  that  the  company  is  bound  to  acknow- 
ledge their  claim,  to  the  extent  of  giving  them  the 
dividends  above  all  other  claimants,  i.  e.,  of  giving  them 
all  the  advantages  which  can  arise  from  the  ownership, 
without  fixing  them  with  any  of  the  disadvantages,  in 
the  shape  of  liability  which  may  attach  to  such  owner- 
ship. I  am  not  of  that  opinion.  I  think  that  until  the 
Plaintiffs  took  some  active  steps,  either  at  law  or  in 
equity,  to  enforce  their  right  to  the  dividends  on  these 
shares,  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Company  was  not 
bound  to  regard  an  assignment,  which  the  assignees 
declined  to  act  upon. 

Neither  am  I  of  opinion,  that  the  Patent  Woollen 

Cloth  Company  ought  to  have  pleaded  nil  habent  to 

the  aoit  instituted  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court.     In  my 

opittion,  they  could  not  have  pleaded  so  correctly.    On 

t^B  former  occasion,  in  1848,  when  the  company  did  so 

plead,  it  was  because  the  dividends  declared  on  Hays 

iluires  had  been  taken  by  the  company  to  answer  the 

lisUUties  of  Hay  and  the  company,  and  therefore,  when 

they  made  this  plea,  nothing  was,  in  fact,  remaining  in 

(heir  hands  payable  to  Jamei  Hay.    So  also,  if,  prior  to 

the  attachment  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court,  the  Patent 

Woollea  company  had  paid  these  dividends  over  to  the 

Plaintiflh,  they  might  then  have  correctly  pleaded  nU 

hahent ;  and  if  they  had  chosen  so  to  do,  they  might 

have 
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have  given  priority  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  defeated  the 
attachment.  But  with  what  truth  could  such  a  plea 
have  been  made  in  June,  1850?  there  was  then  a  sum 
of  756/.  due  to  James  Hay  in  their  hands.  That  the 
Dhohali  Company  recovered  it  instead  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
the  Union  Bank,  is  simply  because  the  Union  Bank 
did  not  take  the  steps,  which  a  year  later  they  did  take, 
to  prevent  the  execution,  obtained  in  the  Lord  Mayor's 
Court,  from  sweeping  off  the  dividend. 


It  appears,  at  first  sight,  a  material  circumstance,  that 
the  directors  of  the  Dkobak  Sugar  Company  are  also 
two  of  the  directors  of  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Com- 
pany ;  but  I  see  no  evidence  to  convince  me,  that  these 
directors  have  induced  the  other  directors  of  the  Patent 
Woollen  Cloth  Company  to  do  or  sanction  anything, 
which  they  could  not  have  done  otherwise,  or  act 
differently  than  if  they  had  not  been  directors  of  it 
I  see  no  evidence  of  the  suggestion  of  anything  false, 
beyond  what  I  have  already  commented  upon,  made  by 
any  one ;  and  I  see  no  evidence  of  the  suppression  of 
anything  true.  The  facts,  on  all  sides,  appear  to  me  to 
have  been  well  known  to  all  the  parties  concerned;  but 
the  Plaintiffs,  not  having  taken  such  active  steps  as  they 
might  then  have  taken,  have,  in  my  opinion,  lost  the 
756/.  which  was  paid  over  to  the  Dhobah  Sugar 
Company. 


It  was  not,  in  my  opinion,  incumbent  on  the  Patent 
Woollen  Cloth  Company  to  raise  or  litigate  the  ques- 
tion of  the  right  of  the  Plaintiffs,  who  might  themselves 
have  done  so  by  adopting  the  course  they  took  a  year 
later.  Nor,  if  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Company  had 
done  so  and  failed,  could  they,  in  my  opinion,  have  re- 
quired the  Plaintiffs  to  pay  them  the  costs  incurred  in 
any  such  litigation. 
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T  f  I  am  right  in  this  view  of  the  case,  and  if  they  were        1852. 
nei^lier  bound  to  plead  nil  habenty  nor  justified  in  doing 
80y    they  had  no  answer  to  the  execution,  which  would 
have  been  levied  upon  them  if  they  had  not  paid  the  756Z. 
^eithePy  in  my  opinion,  was  it  incumbent  on  the  Patent 
W'oollen  Cloth  Company  to  take  the  step  which  could 
have  justified  them  in  pleading  nil  hahenty  viz.  that  of 
previously  paying  over  the  dividends  to  the  Plaintiffs; 
and  the  more  so,  because  I  have  not  been  able  to  discover, 
throughout  the  evidence,  that  any  formal  demand  was, 
at  any  time  prior  to  the  attachment,  made  to  the  Patent 
Woollen  Cloth  Company,  by  the  Plaintiffs,  to  pay  the 
766/.  to  them.     I  am  far  from  saying,  that,  had  they 
done  so,  it  would  have  altered  my  opinion  on  this  sub- 
ject; but  it  is  a  circumstance  to  be  considered,  that 
Aey  did  not  make  this  demand,  or  give  notice  to  the 
I^atent  Woollen  Cloth  Company  not  to  pay  over  this 
«uni  of  money  to  the  Dhobah  Sugar  Company.    The 
^^laintiffs  were,  in  fact,  equitable  incumbrancers  on  the 
shares,  with  a  power,  if  they  thought  fit,  to  make  them- 
•^Ives  the  legal  owners,  or  to  obtain  possession  of  the 
Profits  arising  from  them,  by  application  to  this  Court 
w  the  appointment  of  a   receiver.     They  have    not 
thought  fit  to  do  so,  and  the  consequence  has  been, 
that  more  active  creditors,  by  means  of  the  process 
^  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court,  have  taken  this  sum  in  exe- 
cution; and  it  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  now  to  be  got 
"^ck,  either  from  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Company 
^^  from  the  Dhobah  Sugar  Company. 

Ihe  result  of  my  opinion,  therefore,  so  far  as  regards 
^  two  dividends  amounting  to  the  sum  of  756/.,  is,  that 
"^  Plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  recover  them,  and  that 
"'^bill  must  be  dismissed  so  far  as  regards  that  claim. 

W'ith  respect  to  the  future  dividends,  the  Plaintiffs 

are 
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are  entitled  to  have  a  receiver,  who  will  receive  the 
dividends  hereafter  tq  accrue  due.  Nor,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  is  this  right  contested  by  the  Defendants ;  but 
Kbmshbad.  if  it  be,  I  shall  have  no  hesitation  in  declaring  it,  and 
appointing  a  receiver  accordingly. 

With  respect  to  the  dividends  now  in  the  hands  of 
the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Company,  more  doubt  and 
question  arises ;  this  has  been  arrested,  by  the  injunction 
of  this  Court,  before  execution  under  the  judgment  in 
the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  could  be  levied  upon  it ;  but  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  as  this  dividend  has  not  been  parted 
with,  but  still  remains  in  the  hands  of  the  Patent 
Woollen  Cloth  Company,  upon  the  principle  laid  down 
in  Whitworth  v.  Gaugain  (a),  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  receive  it,  and  that  it  cannot  be  taken  by  the  Dhahak 
Sugar  Company  under  the  execution.  I  have  treated 
it  as  in  the  hands  of  the  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Com* 
pany ;  but  this  sum,  as  I  understand,  has  been  recovered, 
and  paid  into  Court  by  the  Dhobah  Sugar  Company, 
under  an  arrangement  made  when  the  injunction  was 
granted ;  it  must,  however,  for  this  purpose,  be  treated 
in  the  same  light  as  if  it  still  remained  unpaid  by  the 
Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Company. 

The  decree  therefore,  will  be,  to  appoint  a  receiver  of 
the  shares  and  of  the  dividends  and  profits  now  due 
(including  the  378/.  in  Court),  and  to  accrue  due  thereon, 
and  to  direct  an  account  to  be  taken  of  what  is  due  to 
the  Plaintiffs  for  principal,  interest,  and  costs,  in 
respect  of  this  claim,  against  the  Defendant  James 
Hay,  and  to  direct  a  sale  thereof;  reserving  further 
directions.  The  bill  must  be  dismissed  as  against  the 
Dhobafi  Company,  and  against  the  Patent  Woollen 

Cloth 
(«)  3  Hare,  416,  and  1  FhiL,  728. 


Anderson 

V. 
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Clotb  Company,  so  far  as  regards  the  two  dividends 
amounting  to  766Z.  The  Patent  Woollen  Cloth  Com- 
pany must  have  their  costs  of  the  suit,  which  the 
Plaintiffs  must  be  at  liberty  to  add  to  their  own  costs.  Kbmshead. 
I  shall  dismiss  the  bill  also,  generally,  against  the  Dho- 
hafk  Sogar  Company,  as  I  apprehend  that  it  will  not  be 
nec^tssary  to  keep  them  before  the  Court  for  any  ulterior 
pnxseedings  in  this  cause,  but  without  costs. 

Strictly  speaking,  they  ought  to   receive   the  costs 

occasioned  by  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiffs  relative  to  the 

758Z.,  and  to  pay  those  that  were  occasioned  by  their 

claicxi  to  the  378/.;   but  as  I  object  to   apportioning 

coftt^,  when  I  can  avoid  doing  so,  I  shall  set  one  off 

against  the  other,  and  give  none  on  either  side.     If  the 

PbLintiffs  will  mention  some  person  whom  they  think 

pTOf>«r  to  appoint  receiver,  and  give  notice  to  the  other 

side,  if  no  objection  is  made,  I  will,  in  the  decree,  in- 

trod  «ace  that  person's  name  as  receiver,  instead  of  re- 

quirimig  proceedings  to  be  taken  for  this  purpose  before 

me    or  my  clerk  in  chambers.     If  a  contest  arises,  it 

mus-^  be  done  in  chambers. 

R.^8erve  further  directions  and  subsequent  costs. 


CASES  IN  CHANCEKY. 


M'DONNELL  t?.  HESILRIGE. 
J>c.6  4  7. 

A  femttole,  C\^  ^^®  ^^^^  of  March,  1834,  Miss  HesHrigej  in  con- 
tiorofriSi^  templation  of  a  marriage  with  Mr.  Taylor,  (which 

riage  with  T.,  never  took  effect,)  executed  a  settlement  of  her  personal 
Testedpenonal  ^V 

property  in        propeny. 
trustees,  upon 

sole  benefit  of       ^^^  settlement,  dated  the  15th  of  March,  1834,  was 

herself,  her       made  between  Miss  Hesilriqe  of  the  one  part,  and  two 

executors,  &c.,  ^ 

until  her  mar-  trustees,  Charles  Hesilrige  dLtid  Ric/iard  Johnson,  of  the 

"*ff    b*"-^^'  other  part.     It  recited,  that  a  marriage  was  in  contem- 

quent  trusts  for  plation,  but  had  not  then  been  agreed  upon,  between 

never  roarrie/  ^^^bella  Hesilrige  and  John  Taylor,  and  that  Isabella 

r.,  but  before   Hesilrige  was  possessed  of  certain  property,  and  that 

with  M,  the     ^^  had  advisedly  determined  and  agreed  (with  full  no- 

J™**5*f  tice  to  John  Taylor  of  her  intention  in  that  behalf)  to 

handed  over  to        .  "^ 

her  a  part  of     assign  the  same,  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  expressed. 

Held  "hat  the  ^^^^^^^^  Hesilrige  then  assigned  to  Charles  Hesilrige 
settlement  was  and  Richard  Johnson  all  the  monies,  stocks,  funds  and 
that  she  had  securities  belonging  to  her,  upon  trust  for  the  sole  be- 
no  power  of  nefit  of  her  Isabella  Hesilriqe,  her  executors,  adminis- 
absolute  dispo-  .  , 

sition  until        trators,  and  assigns,  until  her  marriage  (if  any)  should 

Se'tru^u'         ^®  solemnized ;  or  in  case  no  such  marriage  should  be 

to  arise  on  any  solemnized,  and  from  and  after  the  solemnization  (if 

Sb^he^uiMh    ^°y)  of  the  same  marriage,  upon  trust  thenceforth,  from 

tees  had  com-  time  to  time,  during  the  life  of  Isabella  Hesilrige,  to 
mitted  a  .  ,,,,..,,.  i    .  *. 

breach  of  trust  retain  and  take  the  dividends,  interest  and  mcome  of 

for  which  they  ^jjg  gj^j^j  trust-monies,  and  stand  possessed  thereof,  in 

were  answer-  "^        ,    , 

able.  trust  for  the  sole  use  of  Isabella  Hesilrige,  and  apart 

from  and  exclusive  of  John  Taylor,  or  any  other  hus^ 

band  with  whom  she  might  happen  to  intermarry,  with 

the  usual  restriction  against  anticipation ;  and  after  the 

decease 
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decease  o(  Isabella  Hesilrige^  in  case  she  should  marry 

^nd  lave  issue,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  trust-monies  among 

a//  t\\t  children  of  Isabella  Hesilrige ;  and  in  case  Isa- 

belicM^  Hesilrige  should  not  have  any  child,  upon  such 

truis  t^  as  she  should  appoint,  and  in  default,  for  her  next 

ofl^x  D,  as  if  she  had  died  intestate  and  unmarried. 

TJ^e  fund  (1,876/.  consols)  was  transferred  into  the 
nanc^^s  of  the  trustees,  "immediately  after  the  settle- 
ment t;"  but  before  the  following  month  o(  August,  1834, 
the    t;.ru6tees,  at  the  request  of  Miss  Hesilrige,  and  before 
her     Knarriage,  transferred  200/.,  part  of  the  consols,  to 
ter- 

Miss  Hesilrige  did  not  marry  Mr.  Taylor ;  but  on  the 
3rd  cf  September f  1836,  she  married  Mr.  McDonnell. 
She  died  in  1838,  leaving  the  Plaintiff,  Isabella  M' Don- 
ii^U,  her  only  child,  who,  by  this  suit,  claimed  the  fund, 
vuder  the  limitations  contained  in  the  settlement.  She 
also  sought  to  make  the  trustees  liable  for  the  200/.  paid 
o^er  to  her  mother;  and  this  raised  the  contest  with  the 
t^'ustees. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  C  Chapman  Barber,  for  the 
Plaintiff,  argued,  first,  that  the  settlement,  though  vo- 
luntary, was  complete,  and  therefore  irrevocable.     Se- 
condly, that  the  first  trust  in  favour  of  Miss  Hesilrige, 
W3t8  limited  to  the  period  anterior  to  any  marriage;  and 
thirdly,  that,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  settle- 
'^nt,  the  trusts  were  applicable  to  any  marriage,  and 
^ere  not  limited  to  a  marriage  with  Taylor. 

Bill  v.  Cureton  (a) ;  The  Countess  of  Strathmore  v. 
Bomi  (6) ;  Page  v.  Home  (c) ;  Beatson  v.  Bealson  (d). 

Mr.  RoupeU 


W2 


2  Afy/.  4-  K.  503.  (r)  9  Beav,  570 ;  11  Ban,  227. 

'  Veujun,  22.  {d)  12  Sim.  281. 


M'DONNBLL 
V. 
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1852.  Air.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Canff  for  the  truBtees,  insisted 

that  they  were  not  liable  for  the  200Z.,  for  the  first  trust 
was  for  Miss  Hesilrigcj  her  executors,  administrators, 
HEtiLRiGB.  and  assigns,  absolutely,  until  her  marriage,  and  that 
therefore,  until  that  event  happened,  she  had  an  uncon- 
trolled ownership  over  the  property.  Secondly,  that  the 
settlement  was  in  contemplation  of  a  particular  marriage, 
and  that  the  trusts  were  to  arise  on  that  event  only. 
Thirdly,  that  the  transfer,  not  being  contemporaneous 
with  the  deed,  the  trust  did  not  become  effective. 

Thomas  v.  Brennan  (a) ;  Mitford  v.  Reynolds  (i). 

Mr.  Welch^  for  the  next  of  kin  mentioned  in  the  ulti- 
mate limitation, 

Mr.  Bovill,  for  the  husband. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  there  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  construction  of  the 
settlement.  This  is  undoubtedly  a  voluntary  deed,  ex- 
ecuted by  B.feme  sole,  and  disposing  of  certain  property 
to  which  she  was  absolutely  entitled ;  but  I  do  not  concur 
in  the  view,  that  a  voluntary  settlement  cannot  be  bind- 
ing, unless  the  fund  be  transferred  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  settlement.  The  view  I  take  is  tliis : — 
Where  the  relation  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust  has 
really  arisen,  and  where  a  person  has  actually  declared 
a  trust  of  a  fund  intended  to  be  transferred,  the  trust 
arises  immediately  the  fund  has  been  transferred.  Here 
I  have  no  doubt,  that  the  voluntary  settlement  was  com- 
plete, immediately  on  the  fund  being  transferred;   for 

then 

(a)  15  Law  J.  {N.  S.)   Ch.         {b)  16  Sim.  130. 
420. 
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then    the  trustees  held  it  on  the  trusts  stated  in  the        1852. 
settlement.  >-'^/-^ 

M'DONNELL 

T*liese  being  the  trusts  which  I  have  now  to  execute,  Hbsilrioe 
the  next  question  is,  what  is  the  nature  of  them? 
Wi^h  respect  to  the  1,676^,  there  is  no  dispute  ;  but  the 
difficriilty  arises  as  to  the  2002.  sold  out.  It  is  an  unfor- 
tttDCi.te case  for  the  trustees;  but  I  think,  that,  according 
to  ti^e  plain  construction  of  the  instrument,  the  whole 
irind  was  settled,  not  only  in  the  event  of  a  marriage 
witti  Taylor,  but  of  any  marriage-  The  funds  were  trans- 
ferreci  to  the  trustees  on  trust  '^  for  the  sole  benefit  of 
Uab^Ua  Hesilrige,  her  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  until  her  marriage  (if  any)/'  On  this  it  was 
contended,  that  the  trusts  until  such  marriage  were  for 
her  absolutely,  and  that  if  no  marriage  with  Taylor  took 
place,  she  remained  the  owner,  and  that  the  subsequent 
trusts  were  to  arise  only  in  the  event  of  that  particular 
marriage  taking  effect.  But  I  think  it  obvious,  that  the 
more  natural  construction  is,  that  the  trust  was  for  her 
until  her  marriage  (if  any),  and  then  upon  the  trusts 
which  are  after  mentioned. 

TH^  subsequent  trusts,  however,  show  the  matter  more 

clearly;  they  are  to  arise  ''  in  case  she  should  marry  and 

have  issue;*'  again,  the  trust  for  her  sole  use  is  exclusive 

of  J^^n  Taylor  and  any  other  ktisband  ;"  the  next  trust 

is,  f^^  her  issue  generally,  whether  by  the  then  intended 

QX  tiKiy  other  marriage ;  the  gift  over  is  to  arise,  in  case 

she  '*  shall  not  have  any  children,"  that  is,  in  case  there 

s\i^  be  no  child  by  any  marriage ;  lastly,  the  property 

^  then  limited  to  such  persons  as  she,  notwithstanding 

Yier  coverture  '^ by  any  husbandj'  shall  appoint. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  sale  of  the  200/.  was  not  au- 
thorized, and  that  it  must  be  made  good,  with  interest 
from  the  time  of  Mr.  McDonnell's  death. 
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FRAIL  V.  ELLIS. 
Dec.  8  4-9. 

Tlie  consider-    HpHE  Plaintiff  Frail  agreed  to  sell  some  property  to 

fn'r^^vr.^^  ^^^  Defendant  Lloyd,  and  accordingly  by  a  deed, 

ance,wa8i50/.  dated  the  12th  of  January,  1850,  Frail  conveyed  it 

accep*ance"for   ^^  Lloyd.    The  consideration,  as  expressed  on  the  face 

300/.  Held,  of  the  deed,  was  160/.  then  paid,  and  the  acceptance  of 
that  the  form       __      _   _      rk,^/^,  ,  ,  ,  .  i 

of  the  deed       Lloyd  for  300/.  at  three  months,  at  the  same  time  de- 

watnotcon-  ijvered  to  Frail,  "the  receipt  whereof  he  did  thereby 
elusive,  and  »  r  j 

that  it  was        respectively  acknowledge,  and  that  the  same  were  in  full 

Shrvendorto    satisfaction  for  the  absolute  purchase"  of  the  property. 

show,  that  he    There  was  a  receipt  endorsed  on  the  conveyance  for  the 

fo*  a'lien  for     '^O^*  Sterling,  and  the  acceptance  for  300/.,  "  being  the 

the  amount  of  fui)  consideration  money  within  mentioned  to  be  paid.*' 
the  acceptance.  '' 

A,  conveyed 

B  ^amTo^.  ^^  ^^'^  transaction.  Levy  acted  as  the  solicitor  of 

cording  to  the    both  parties. 

conveyance, 

an  acceptance 

was  given  "in       On  the  5th  of  February,  1850,  Lloyd  mortgaged  the 

full  satisfaction  _,_.        _         ni-rii         mi  i  m.       #•  t  1 

for  the  ahso-     property  to  j&//w  for  350/.     1  he  bill  of  exchange  be- 

lute  purchase,"  q^^^q  Jug  on  the  15th  of  April,  and  was  dishonoured, 
but  m  reality,  '^      '      ^  ' 

it  was  agreed,    and  the  property  having  been  advertised  for  sale  through 

IhoLlSve^'r  ^^y^  ^^'^  Plaintiff  discovered  the  mortgage  to  ElUs. 
mortgage  for 

Before  the  ac-  He  thereupon  filed  this  bill  against  Ellis,  Lloyd,  and 
ceptanceb^     Zevy,  alleging  that  the  agreement  between   him  and 

mortgaged  to  Lloyd  was,  that  he,  the  Plaintiff,  should  besides  the 
C.,  who  em-  i^'ii 

ployed  the  ^"*' 

same  solicitor  as  had  been  engaged  in  the  purchase,  and  C  had  notice  that  the  bill 
had  not  been  paid  and  of  the  form  of  the  conveyance.  Held,  first,  that  C.  was  affected 
by  the  notice  in  his  solicitor ;  and,  secondly,  that  under  the  circumstances,  he  was 
bound  to  inquire  into  the  true  nature  of  the  transaction  between  A,  and  B.,  and  conse- 
quently that  his  security  ought  to  be  postponed  to  A,*s, 
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bill,  have  a  mortgage  on  the  estate  for  the  300/. ;  that  he        1862. 

had  e^cecuted  the  conveyance,  believing,  from  what  had 

fallen  from  Levy  on  the  occasion,  that  a  mortgage  had 

been  executed;  and  that,byiraud  and  collusion,  no  such 

mortgage  had  been  executed.     As  to  EUUy  it  alleged, 

that  he  had,  by  himself  and  through  his  solicitor  Levy, 

notice  of  the  Plaintiffs  rights,  and  was  bound  by  them. 

.  There  was  contradictory  evidence,  but  it  is  proposed 

merely  to  refer  to  the  conclusion  to  which  the  Court 

canae  upon  it,  as  stated  in  the  judgment,  which  was, 

shortly,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  made  out  his  case  as  to 

the  terms  of  the  agreement. 

The  bill  prayed  a  declaration,  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  an  equitable  charge  on  the  property  for  300/., 
in  priority  of  EllUj  and  for  consequential  relief. 

EUis  admitted  that  Levy  acted  as  his  solicitor,  that 
he  (^Ellis)  knew  that  the  300Z.  bill  had  not  been  paid, 
and  that  he  understood  that  the  350/.  was  to  be  applied 
in  Its  payment. 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Haddan,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

A  purchaser  does  not,  by  taking  bills  for  part  of  the 

purchase  money,  lose  his  lien,  3  Sugdens  Vendors  and 

Purchasers  (a);  Teedv.  Carruthers{b);  but  here  there  was 

^  special  agreement  For  a  lien  by  mortgage,  of  which  the 

Plaiutiff  has  been  defrauded.   Secondly,  Ellis  is  bound 

by  the  notice  possessed  by  his  solicitor  Levy;  besides, 

the  form  of  the  conveyance,  and  the  knowledge  of  Ellis 

that  the  purchase  money  remained  unpaid,  imposed  on 

him  the  obligation  of  inquiring  of  the  Plaintiff,  before 

he  advanced  his  money.  Levy  is  properly  made  a  party 

to  the  suit.  Beadles  v.  Burch  (c). 

Mr.  Roupell 

(a)  Page  193,  10th  ed.    (6)  2  Y.  ^  CoL  C,C.  31.    (c)  10  Sim.  332. 
you  XVI.  A  A 
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Mr.  RimpeU  and  Mr.  Busk,  for  ElUi.  First^The  e?i- 
dence  shows,  that  the  consideration  was  160/.  io  money 
and  a  bill  of  exchange  for  300/.;  the  PlaintiflP  hss 
therefore  no  lien ;  Mackreth  v.  Symmons  (a) ;  Winter 
▼•  Lord  Afuon  (&);  Clarke  ▼•  Rayle  (c);  White  v. 
Wakefield  (d) ;  Buckhnd  v.  Pockndl  (e) ;  Parroit  ▼. 
Sweetland  (f). 

Secondly. — Ellis  cannot  be  affected  by  the  solicitor's 
notice  in  another  transaction,  and  which  he  would  na- 
turally conceal;  Kennedy  v.  Green  (g);  HemiU  ▼• 
Loosemore  (Ji).  He  is  a  purchaser  without  notice,  and 
has  the  legal  estate.  All  the  notice  that  can  be  im- 
puted to  him  is  that  contained  in  the  deed,  which  ex- 
presses that  the  150/.  and  300/.  had  been  given  **  in  full 
satisfaction  for  the  absolute  purchase  "  of  the  property 
This  the  Plaintiff  cannot  now  contest  as  against  EUis. 

Mr.  Lhyd,  Mr.  Sauthgaiey  Mr.  Temple^  and  Mr. 
Forbes,  for  Messrs.  Levy. 

The  Master  of  tJie  Rolls. 

The  point  I  hare  to  consider  is,  whether  the  ordinary 
lien  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  vendor,  is  discharged.  That  in- 
volves two  questions  as  against  the  Defendant  Ellis: 
first,  whether  the  original  contract  between  the  Plaintiff 
and  the  Defendant  Lloyd  was,  to  sell  the  property  for 
150/.  and  the  bill  of  300/,  or  whether  he  contracted  to 
sell  it  for  450/.,  and  agreed  to  take  the  300/.  bill  as  a 
security  for  the  payment.  In  other  words,  whether  the 
bill  was  a  security  for  the  unpaid  purchase  money,  or  a 

substitution 

(a)  15  Vet.S29.  (e)  13  Sim.  406. 

{b)  I  Sim,  4-  5/.  445.  (/)  3  Myl.  ^  K.  655. 

(c)  3  Sim.  499.  (g)  3  My/.  ^  K.  699. 

{d)  7  Sim.  401.  (A)  9  Hare,  449. 
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sabetitation  for  it    If  that  question  be  determined  in  1852. 

&?our  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  next  question  is,  whether  "^'^^ 

the  Defendant  Ellis  had  notice  of  the  transaction,  or  9. 

adranced  his  money  for  valuable  consideration  without  ^^^i^ 
iK)tioeof  H. 

On  the  first  point,  it  is  contended,  that  the  form  of 
the  deed  is  conclusive,  and  that  the  conveyance  is  ex- 
piesaed  to  have  been  made  in  consideration  of  1502.  and 
the  bill  for  dOOL,  and  that  the  receipt  indorsed  is  to  the 
same  effect.    I  am  of  opinion  that  the  form  of  the  deed 
does  not  conclude  the  parties.  I  do  not  think  it  neces- 
sary to  go  into  the  authorities,  for  I  am.  of  opinion,  that 
in  accordanoe  with  all  the  cases,  it  is  possible  for  the 
parties  to  show  what  the  real  nature  of  the  contract 
was. 

As  to  the  observations  which  have  been  made  as  regards 
the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  after  reading  it 
^%h,  although  there  ai-e  slight  inconsistencies,  it  a|H 
pean  to  me,  that,  as  to  the  material  and  substantial  mat- 
ten,  it  is  perfectly  consistent;  and  I  am  convinced,  that 
the  Plaintiff  executed  the  conveyance  of  this  property 
on  the  faith  and  assurance  that  a  mortgage  deed  to 
secure  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  had  been 
executed. 

This  completely  destroys  the  effect  of  the  deed  exe- 
cuted at  the  same  time,  and  shows  that  the  Plaintiff  did 
not  agree  that  the  bill  for  300/.  should  be  in  substitu- 
tion for  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money,  but  a 
security.  It  is  therefore  impossible  to  say,  that  the 
Plaintiff  either  entered  into  the  contract  or  executed 
the  deed,  with  the  view  or  intention  that  the  bill,  whe- 
ther good  or  bad,  and  whether  paid  or  unpaid,  was  to 

A  A  2  be 
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1852.       b^  ^  substitution  for  the  money.     If  so,  there  is  an  end 
of  the  first  question. 

Being  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  has  not  lost  his 
lien,  the  next  question  is  whether  Ellis  had  notice  of 
it.  He  had  distinct  notice,  through  his  solicitor,  that 
the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  had  not  been  paid, 
and  that  the  contract  for  the  purchase  was  not  such»  as 
to  prevent  the  Plaintiff  having  a  claim  on  the  property. 
I  cannot  have  any  doubt,  that  on  the  principle  laid 
down  in  Kennedy  v.  Green  (a),  he  was,  from  the  form 
of  this  deed,  and  the  bill  not  having  come  to  maturity, 
bound  to  inquire  of  the  Plaintiff,  whether  his  lien  for 
the  purchase  money  had  been  discharged,  or  whether 
the  contract  was  to  take  the  bill  as  a  substitution  for  the 
money.  I  have  no  doubt,  that  an  independent  solicitor 
would  not  have  allowed  him  to  advance  his  money, 
until  he  had  ascertained  that  there  was  no  lien,  or  that 
the  loan  was  applied  in  discharge  of  it.  £llis  knew 
that  this  bill  had  not  been  paid,  for  the  money  was 
raised  with  the  object  of  paying  it.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  Defendant  JEllis  had  notice  of  the  prior  trans- 
action, and  it  is  therefore  unnecessary  to  go  into  the 
question  whether  he  had  notice  of  the  fraud  committed 
on  the  Plaintiff. 

I  must  declare  that  the  Plaintiffs  lien  is  the  first 
charge,  and  make  the  usual  decree  for  foreclosure  against 
Ellis. 

{a)  3  Myl.  ^  K.  699. 
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CLIFTON  V.  ROBINSON. 

Jan.  27. 
ItTR.  HALDANE  moved  to  dissolve  an  injunction  OnanappU- 
^     obtained   ex  parte,    on    the    ground    that    the  ^^^eln^ 
Plainti£P  having  suppressed  material  facts  on  bis  appli-  J"".*^^?"*  * 

cation  for  it  (a).  omitted  to 

state  a  mate- 
rial fact    A 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Shebbeare,  controL.   The  Plain-  ™«^«»  ^?fi 

made  to  dia- 
tiff  swears  that  he  had  forgotten  the  communication  8o1?e  it,  the 

made  to  him  in  August  last.     This  is  an  excuse  for  bis  ^'*t"he^h^°^ 

omission  to  state  it.  forgotten  the 

circumstance. 
Held,  that  it 
was  no  excuse 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  for  the  sup- 


pression. 


It  is  clear  that  this  injunction  must  be  dissolved,  with 
costs.  If  the  circumstance  of  a  party  having  forgotten 
a  material  fact  were  a  sufficient  excuse  in  this  case^  it 
would  be  so  in  every  instance.  Dissolve  the  injunction, 
with  costs. 


(a)  HUtonv.  Lord  Granville^  4  Beav.  130;  Hemphill  v.  M*Kenna, 
3  Dr.  i  War.  IS3. 


PLENTY  V.  WEST. 


Jan.  27. 


In  appointing   mHE  testator  had  appointed  three  trustees,  and  the        ^^ 
now  tmitocti        I  ^^ 

the  Court  is  matters  of  the  suit  having  been  determined  (a),  it        •^  -■ 

the  uotW**^    became  necessary  to  appoint  new  trustees, 
originally  no* 

Mr.  Roupell  and  M.v.Buskf  for  the  Plaintiff,  asked  M::^'- 
that  three  new  trustees  might  be  appointed  of  his  own  m-^  ' 
nomination. 

Mr.  Speedy  on  behalf  of  parties  representing  two-        ^ 

thirds  of  the  property,  contended,  that  they  ought  to        ^^^ 
have  the  nomination  of  two  out  of  the  three. 

It  was  suggested  that  four  should  be  appointed. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  that  in  this  case,  the  Court  has  power  to  ap»  «—  ^c^ 
point  four  new  trustees.  I  have,  in  two  inatances,  ^^^Kh^i 
nominated  two  trustees,  though  the  testator  had  only  -^^^  Jy 
appointed  one. 

(a)  Ante,  p.  173. 


Note.— See  Birch  v.  Cropper,  iBeG.tfSm.  256. 
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Re  WISEWOLD. 

Jan.  27. 

"IL  SANDYS  moved  for  the  foui^lay  order  against  To  obtain  a 
a  solicitor,  for  non-delivery  of  his  bilL     The  aMuwt^iadfi- 
^m  cviona  order  had  only  been  served  at  the  solicitot^s  ^*^^2k  ^* 
oiSEce,  and  not  personally  on  him.  of  hii  boCft 

must  appear 
that  the  !«»• 
Mr.  W.  R.  EUu^  cmtri,  objected,  that  the  former  vioos  order  hat 

o^^er  ought  to  have  been  personally  served.     He  cited  aDyawed?" 
Ht^cmtng  V.  Ooodson(a),  In  re  Lloyd  {b\  and  the  12th 
order  of  August,  1841  (c),  and  the  12th  order  of  April, 

Itf  r.  Sandys,  in  reply,  /n  re  Z^oycf  has  no  application, 
^^^  there  the  default  was  in  non-payment  of  a  sum  of 
'Motley,  as  to  which  a  personal  demand  b  required,  but 
^^  tbe  delivery  of  bill  of  costs,  as  in  the  present  instance, 
^^^  demand  is  necessary ;  personal  service  is  not  neces 
®^*^  even  of  a  subpmna. 

^'Ae  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

A.cH!ording  to  the  authority,  there  ought  to  have  been 
Personal  service.    The  former  order  must  therefore 
^  Served  before  the  four^day  order  can  be  made. 

S*»)  2  Run.  255.  (c)  Ord,  Can.  167. 

V*)  10B«w.451. 

Note. — See  In  re  MourUyan^  13  Bean,  84. 
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1852. 


KNIGHT  V.  KNIGHT. 
Dec.  13. 

An  allowance    TN  this  case,  Mr.  C.  Hall,  for  a  legatee,  asked,  that 

denteUie,  ^^^  receiver  might  be  directed  to  keep  down  the 

o^^^TxJ!®  ^^     interest  on  his  legacy.     He  relied  on  the  15  tc  16  Vict. 

&  16  Vict.  . 

c.  86,  s.  57,      c.  86,  s.  57,  which  provides,  that,  when  the  Court  shall 

made  u^o^      be  satisfied  that  the  property  "  will  be  more  than  suflS- 

the  admission    cient  to  answer  all  the  claims  thereon/'  it  may  allow,  to 

cuton  of  assets.  ^^^  parties  interested,  the  whole  or  part  of  the  annual 

income,  and  for  that  purpose  may  make  the  necessary 

orders. 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  W.  M.  JameSf  for  executors 
and  trustees. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  can  only  do  that  on  the  admission  of  assets  by  the 
executors  taken  down  by  the  Registrar. 


Note. — See  Dando  v.  Dando^  1  Sim.  510;  Coster  v.  Cotter,  1 
Keen,  199;  Abhey  v.  Gilford,  11  Beav.  28;  Shaoell  v.  Shewell,  2 
Hare,  154  ;  Digby  v.  Boycott,  4  Hare,  444.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
iu  a  subsequent  case,  stated,  that  applications  for  an  allowance  out  of 
income  pendente  lite  are  now  made  in  chambers. 
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NORRIS  t;.  LORD  DUDLEY  STUART. 

Dee.  16. 
^I^HE  owner  of  some  property  mortgaged  it  to  Jona-  A  purchaser 

•^      than  Sandford,  first  for  600/.;  and  secondly,  for  |1|*  tc"  ""'^d 
■700Z.     As  to  the  224/.,  part  of  the  700/.,  Jonathan  his  purchase- 

JSandford  was  a  trustee  for  the  Plaintiff  Norris.  manner  di- 

rected by  the 

In  IS46,  Jonathan  Sandford  became  lunatic,  and  a  misaioners  in 

Teceiver  was  appointed  of  his  property.     In  1848,  the  ^^^'  ^"^ 

mortgagor  conveyed  the  equity  of  redemption  to  the  charge  of  the 

receiver,  in  trust  to  sell  and  pay  off  the  mortgages,  tec.  guftto  enforce 

Accordingly,  the  receiver,  in  August,  1848,  entered  into  it,  of  which  he 

a  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  property  to  Lord  -Dtirf/eyxhe  amount 

Stuart  for  900/.     By  an  order  of  the  Lords  Commis-  wosprincipaUy 

applied  m  pay- 
sioners,  made  in  the  lunacy  on  the  5th  July,  1850,  mentofthe 

the  sale  was  confirmed;   and  it  was  ordered,  that  the  <^<»*^<>^*!>e 
'  '  receiver  in 

contract  should   be  completed,  and  that  what  should  lunacy  re- 
remain  of  the  purchase-money,  after  payment  there-  gjjg"^^ 
out  of   659/.  odd,   due  in  respect  of  the  first   mort-  Upon  a  bill  by 
gage  of  500/.,  should  be  paid  to  the  receiver,  who  was  j^^^^  ^jjg  p^^. 

thereupon  chaser  liable 
for  not  seeing 
to  the  due  ap- 
plication of  the  purchase-money,  the  Master  of'  the  Rolls,  considering  himself  bound  ny 
the  order  in  lunacy,  and  as  having  no  jurisdiction  to  alter  it,  retained  the  bill,  with 
liberty  to  the  plaintiJQTto  apply  in  lunacy  for  the  discharge  or  variation  of  the  order. 


1846.  Mortgages. 

1 846.  Lunacy  of  Mortgagee. 

1848.  Release  of  equity  of 

redemption. 

1848.  ^irg.  Sale  to  Defendant. 

1849.  Norris    v.    Sandford 

instituted. 


1850.  Mar,   Notice  to  Defendant 
1850.  July,  Order  in  Lunacy. 

1850.  Dec.  Conveyance. 

1851.  July,  Decree,  Norris    v. 

Sandford. 
1851.  Dec,  Norrii  y.  Stuart. 
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1852.       thereupon  to  convey  the  property  to  the  purchaser  ir 

^-•*v*^^      the  place  of  the  lunatic ;  and  it  was  ordered,  that  the 

^*'*"       receiver  should  retain  his  costs,  charges,  and  expenses 

Lord  Dudley  in  getting  the  release  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  am 

the  sale  and  consequent  proceedings  in  the  lonacy,  ou 

of  the  sum  to  be  received  by  him,  and  pay  the  residut 

into  the  bank  to  the  credit  of  the  lunacy.    The  residue 

after  providing  for  the  first  mortgage,  and  deducting  th< 

costs,  amounted  to  no  more  than  3/.  Os.  9d. 

The  purchase  was  completed,  and  the  money  paid  oi 
the  11th  of  December,  1850. 

In  the  mean  time,  and  on  the  29th  of  January,  1846 
Norris  instituted  a  suit  against  Sandford  and  the  mort 
gagor,  to  establish  his  right  to  224/ ,  part  of  the  mortgag* 
for  700Z.  The  suit  was  registered  the  next  day;  and  oi 
the  following  day,  notice  of  Norris's  claim  was  givei 
to  Lord  Dudley  Stuart.  In  that  suit,  a  reference  wa 
directed,  in  January,  1850,  of  which  notice  was  given  t 
Lord  Dudley  Stuart  in  March^  1850,  and  requiring  bin 
not  to  complete  his  contract,  without  providing  for  wha 
was  due  to  Norris. 

Disregarding  these  notices,  Lord  Dudley  Stuart,  actinj 
under  the  order  in  lunacy,  subsequently  completed  hi 
purchase  as  above  stated. 

Norris  filed  this  bill  against  Lord  Dudley  Stuart,  in 
sisting  that  the  amount  due  was  still  a  charge  on  th 
property. 

Mr.  K.  Parker  and  Mr.  Hetherington,  for  the  Plaintifi 
The  amount  due  to  the  Plaintiff,  as  part  of  the  secom 
mortgage,  is  still  a  charge  upon  the  estate  in  the  handi 

0 


Nomua 
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of  a  purchaser  with  notice.  Fmt^  there  w2lrr  lis  pendens  1852. 
duly  registered,  and  which  binds  the  estate  in  the  hands 
of  a  purchaser  pendente  lite;  The  Bishop  of  Winchester 
V.  JPaine  (a).  Secondly,  the  purchaser  had  full  notice,  Lo»»  Dumet 
at  the  time  be  paid  his  purchase-money,  and  was  there- 
fere  bound  to  see  to  its  due  application,  and  that  the 
Pla]iitiff*8  claims  were  provided  for  thereout,  instead  of 
being  applied  in  payment  of  the  costs.  3  Sug.  Vendors 
^  JP.(ft);  Story  V.  Lord  Windsor  {c);  TourmUe  v. 
JV;aish  (d);  Wigg  v.  Wigg  (e). 

IVIr.  WHlcock  and  Mr.  Birkbeck^  for  the  Defendant. 
As  to  the  lis  pendens,  the  contract  was  prior  to  the 
*ui^  in  addition  to  which  Norris  v.  Sandford  was  not 
'a  ^em.  In  order  that  the  doctrine  of  lis  pendens  may 
^pply,  the  suit  must  relate  to  the  estate,  and  not 
**^«rely  to  money  secured  upon  it.  3  Sug.  Vendors  (/) ; 
citing  Worsley  v.  Barl  of  Scarborough  {g).  It  was  the 
^^ty  of  the  Plaintiff,  if  he  made  any  claim  against  the 
P'^oduce  of  the  sale,  to  make  the  purchaser  a  party  to  his 
*^t  ;  a  mere  notice  was  insufficient.  Secondly,  the  pur- 
^'^aacr  was  not  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  the 
purohase-money.  The  Plaintiff  adopts  the  sale  in  the 
^Uii^^.  mid  ms  the  Defendant  acted  under  the  order  of 
^'^^  Xiords  Commissioners  in  lunacy,  and  paid  his  pur- 
^^*^^«c-money  in  conformity  with  their  order,  he  was  dis- 
^*^^rged.  Thirdly,  the  costs,  charges  and  expenses  of 
^^   sale  were  the  first  charge  on  the  purchase-money. 


^^r.  K.  Parker,  in  reply. 


I%e 


Ca>  11  ret.  194.  (c)  1  Atk.  383. 

V^>  PiM  447  (10th  ed.)  (/)  10th  ed.  p.  458,  pL  22. 


^3> 


2  Itk,  630.  (g)  3  A(k.  392. 

3  Feere  W.  306. 
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1862. 


NORRXS 
V. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


Lord  Dudley  I  wish  you  to  confine  your  reply  to  this  qaestiac^ 
whether  I  am  or  not  to  consider,  that  the  Defendt=-^ 
has  discharged  himself,  by  paying  the  purchase-moi^^ 
under  the  order  of  the  Court,  With  respect  to  noti^^ 
I  am  in  your  favour.  Assume  he  had  notice,  and  tt^ 
consider  whether  I  am  not  bound  to  treat  this  paymt=-S 
as  a  payment  in  priority  of  your  charge. 

Mr.  K.  Parker.  The  Plaintiff  was  no  party  to  t^ 
proceedings  in  lunacy,  or  in  any  way  bound  by  the  ^ 
Assuming  the  sale  to  be  fair  out  of  Court,  we  adi^^= 
the  purchase-money  has  been  paid,  but  deny  the  rig'i 
to  pay  it  with  notice  of  our  claim.  Notice  of  the  pr-^^ 
ceedings  in  lunacy  ought  to  have  been  given  to  tb 
Plaintiff  by  the  Defendant;  he  has  acted  in  his  ovrr^ 
wrong,  and  must  repay  the  aipount. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

When  this  case  was  first  opened,  I  thought  it  clearly 
in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff;  but  the  facts  which  have  been 
stated  by  the  Defendant  have  very  considerably  altered 
my  opinion. 

In  the  first  place,  I  consider  it  clear,  that  this  suit  of 
Norris  v.  Sandford  having  been  originally  constituted 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the  Plaintiff's  claim  as 
a  cestui  que  trust  on  a  mortgage  of  Scott's  Lodge,  and 
notice  of  that  suit  having  been  given  to  Lord  Dudley 
Stuart,  he  was  bound  by  everything  which  took  place 
in  that  suit,  and  must  be  taken  as  having  had  clear  and 
distinct  notice,  from  the  beginning,  of  the  claim  which 
the  Plaintiff  ultimately  established  in  that  suit.     The 

fact 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  363 

fkct  that  the  contract  for  the  purchase  of  the  estate  had        1852. 

been  entered  into  beforehand,  does  not,  in  my  opinion,      ^-^n''^/ 

ia  the  slightest  degree,  affect  the  question.     The  pro-         ****" 

priety  of  the  sale  of  the  estate  to  Lord  Dudley  Stuart  Lo»i>  Dudley 

Stoart* 
18  not  disputed.     What  is  disputed  is,  the  propriety  of 

the  application  of  the  purchase-money.     If  the  pur- 
chciBe- money  had  been  sufficient  to  pay  all  the  charges 
upon  the  estate,  and  Lord  Dudley  Stuart,  after  notice, 
had  thought  fit  to  pay  it  over  to  Mr.  Sandford,  and  he 
had  applied  it  to  his  own  use,  the  Plaintiff  would,  in 
tha.t  case,  have  been  entitled  to  stand  as  a  mortgagee 
i>I>OD  the  estate,  and  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  charge 
oF   the  700/.  upon  the  estate  to  the  extent  of  his  claim  : 
ina^smoch  as  the  Defendant,  with  full  knowledge  of  it, 
i)a.d  paid  away  the  mortgage-money  to  the  trustee,  with- 
ou^  seeing  that  it  was  duly  applied  to  the  cestuis  que 
trm^^t.    It  appears  from  the  facts  proved  in  this  cause, 
tli^t  the  amount  of  purchase-money  and  interest  was 
soiaoething  under  1,000/.,  that  the  money  applied  in  pay- 
ment of  the  first  mortgage  on  the  estate  (which  is  not 
disputed)  was  573/.,  and  that  the  remainder  of  the  pur- 
cb  ^se-money  was  applied  in  payment  of  costs  and  other 
th  i  ngs,  leaving  a  balance  of  3/.  0^.  9d.,  which  the  De- 
i^>=^<lant  admits  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to.     If  that  be 
ft^l    he  is  entitled  to,  he  might  have  received  it  before  the 
institution  of  this  suit,  which  would  therefore  be  un- 
t^^cessary;  and  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  Court  to 
diBmigg  the  bill  with  costs.     But  the  Plaintiff  disputes 
Ae  propriety  of  the  subsequent  payments  made  in  pro- 
ceedings to  which  he  was  no  party,  and  he  asks  me, 
in  this  cause,  to  determine,  that  those  payments  were 
not  properly  made.     I  have  no  means  of  judging  as  to 
the  propriety  of  those  payments.    There  is  an  order  of 
the  Court  of  Jti/y,  1850,  made  in  the  lunacy,  which  di- 
rects payments  of  these  costs  to  be  made ;  and  so  long 

as 
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as  that  order  stands,  I  must  assume  it  to  be  correct 
But,  at  the  same  time,  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  Plain- 
tiff ought  to  have  an  opportunity  given  him  of  reaistiog 
Lord  Dudlst  that  order,  and  of  showing  that  it  ought  not  to  have 
been  made,  and  was  not  binding  upon  him,  and  thai  it 
was  incumbent  on  Lord  Dudley  Stuart  to  have  done 
what  he  could,  to  have  caused  the  Plaintiff  to  be  boond 
by  the  order  which  was  so  made,  and  which  it  appears 
to  me  he  has  not  done. 

So  long  as  that  order  stands,  I  consider  myself  bound 
by  it ;  and  assuming  that  order  to  be  inaccurate,  as  I 
have  no  jurisdiction  in  lunacy,  I  cannot  touch  it.  Bat 
I  think  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  have  an  opportunity 
of  showing,  if  he  can,  that  that  was  not  a  proper  order, 
and  of  getting  it  discharged  or  varied  if  possible. 

The  order  therefore  which  I  propose  to  make  is  this:^ — 
to  direct  the  cause  to  stand  over  for  six  months,  with 
liberty,  in  the  meantime,  to  the  Plaintiff  to  take  such  pro- 
ceedings as  he  may  be  advised,  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
charging or  varying  the  order  of  the  6th  of  July,  1860. 

I  apprehend  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  or  the  Lords 
Justices  would  probably  think,  that  the  Plaintiff  ought 
to  be  at  liberty  to  take  such  proceedings  in  the  lunacy, 
as  will  enable  him  to  ascertain,  whether  that  order  is 
properly  binding  on  him ;  and  whether,  in  fact,  these 
payments  were  properly  made  in  discharge  of  a  lien  on 
the  estate  having  priority  to  the  mortgage  of  which  he 
is  the  cestui  que  trust. 
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WALKER  V.  MOWER. 

Dee.  17,  18. 

rTMlE  testatrix^  who  died  in   1846,  gave  leasehold  The  doctrine 
premises,  situate  in  Willow  Terrace^  to  trustees,  Leake  v^Ro- 

for  her  daughter  Mary  Anne  Walker,  for  her  separate  himon  as  to 
m  remoteness 

use  for  life ;  ''  and  after  her  decease,  upon  trust  to  applies  to  real 

^ign  the  said  leasehold  premises  in  Willow  Terrace,  "  ^©U  f"  *« 
^     ^  ^  personal  e»- 

lor  the  residue  of  the  term  therein,  unto  and  between  tate. 
all  and  every  the  children  of  her  said  daughter,  to  and  i^iJl^f^^^j 
for  their  own   use  and  benefit,  on  their  respectively  and  personal 
attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.     And  if  there  ^^^  fo^  a.  for 
should  be  but  one  child,  then  upon  trust  to  assign  the  life,  and  after- 
same  unto  such  only  child,  to  and  for  his  or  her  use  or  convey  and 
benefit.    But  in  case  my  said  daughter  should  depart  ^^^^^^^^^ 
^bis    life  without  leaving  any  issue  her  surviving,  then  A.*b  children, 
«?»n  trusts'  to  assign  to  the  Plaintiff.  sJj^Si^^ 

tainingtwenty- 
In    a  subsequent  part  of  her  will,  the  testatrix  gave  gift' over  on 
one  QQoiety  of  all  the  residue  of  her  freehold,  copyhold  ^/f  ^®*J|\ 
^  leasehold  estates,  to  trustees,  on  certain  trusts  for  ing  any  child." 
1^«   SOD,  with  certain  limitations  over,  and  the  other  J^^^^^ 
moiety  in  trust  for  Man/  Anne  Walker,  for  life,  "  and  vived  -4.,  and 
after   her  death,  upon  trust  to  convey  and  assure"  the  Uej^  that  such 

same  "  onto  and  equally  between  all  and  every  the  ^^}^^  <1>^  ^^\ 

take  a  vested 
cbud  and  children  of  her  said  daughter  {Mary  Anne  interest;  and, 

Walker),  on  their  respectively  attaining  twenty-one  years  !^*^°°ft^o^^/' 

of  age,  to  and  for  their  absolute  use  and  benefit."  There  did  not  take 

was  a  gift  over  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  testatrix's  son,  in  ®  ^uest  of 

case  Mary  Anne  Walker  ^^  should  depart  this  life  not  leaseholds, 

,  upon  trust  to 

leaving  assign  unto  all 

the  children  of 

^.  B.  on  their  respectively  attaining  twenty-one,  and  if  one  child,  to  assign  to  such 

f^ld  (omitting  on  attaining  twenty-one).     An  only  child,  who  died  an  infant,  was 

2,^  to  take  a  vested  interest. 
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1852.       leaving  any  child  her  surviving,"  with  other  remainders 

^"^^^^      over. 
Walker 

V, 

Mower.  Mary  Anne  Walker  died  the  30th  September,  1850, 

leaving  one  child  only,  who  died  on  the  28th  of  October 
following,  aged  three  months. 

The  questions  argued  were,  as  to  the  leaseholds  ia^^ 
Willow  Terrace,  and  the  moiety  of  the  testatrix's  free^-^ 
hold^  copyhold  and  leaseholds. 

Mr.  Wilkock  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Cooper,  for  the  Plaintilfc- J 
(the  devisee  in  remainder  and  heir  of  the  testatrix]^:^ 
First,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  house  at  WtUo^^^ 
Terrace  absolutely,  for  there  is  no  gift  to  the  children  c^ 
Mary  Anne  Walker,  except  in  the  direction  to  assig^^ 
on  attaining  twenty-one.  This  was  not  a  vested  interes-^s 
in  the  children  while  infants.  If  there  had  been  ivk 
children  who  had  died  under  twenty-one,  their  repp 
sentatives  would  clearly  not  be  entitled,  and  the  coi^k 
struction  cannot  be  different  where  an  only  child  di€?=3 
under  that  age.  The  gift  over  to  the  Plaintiff,  on  ho^ 
death  without  leaving  any  issue,  is  to  be  read  "  without 
leaving  such  issue,"  namely,  children  attaining  a  veste^^ 
interest,  and  this  event  has  happened ;  2  Jarman  o  ^ 
Wills  (a) ;  Ginger  d.  White  v.  White  (i). 

As  to  the  moiety  of  the  residue,  they  argued  that  i!P 
was  clear  that  the  child  could  not  take,  and  that  the  ^ 
Plaintiff  took,  either  under  the  devise  over,  or  as  heir  at 
law  of  the  testatrix.     They  cited  In  re  the    Trusts  of 
Thrustons  Will  (c);  Murray  v.  Tancred(d) ;  Bouverie  v. 
Bouverie^e) ;  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  29. 

Mr. 

(a)  Page  372.  (d)  10  Sim.  465. 

(6)   Wiilesy  348.  (c)  2  PhiUips,  349. 

(c)  17  Sim.  21. 


V. 
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Mr.  W.  H.  Clarke,  for  parties  in  remainder  after  the 
Plaintiff,  argued  that  "  issue"  must  be  construed  "  chil- 
dren," and  that  the  gift  over  was  effective,  Edwards  v. 
Edwards  {a).  Mower. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Hitchcock,  for  the  executors 
and  trustees,  referred  to  Doe  d.  Rew  v.  Lucraft  (6). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  representative  of  the  child  is  clearly  enti- 
tled to  the  Willow  Terrace  property.  As  to  the  residue, 
my  difficulty  is  to  distinguish  this  from  Leake  v.  Robin'- 
son  (c),  and  to  find  any  gift  except  in  the  direction  to 
convey  and  assure  on  attaining  twenty-one. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Hobhouse,  for  the  father 
and  legal  personal  representative  of  the  child.  The 
child  took  a  vested  interest  in  the  residue  at  her  birth. 
The  law  is  in  favour  of  the  vesting  of  estates  (cf),  ^d 
devises  are  held  to  be  vested,  notwithstanding  expres- 
sions of  seeming  contingency.  Soraston*s  Case  {e)  is  a 
leading  authority,  where  there  was  a  devise  of  land  to 
executors,  until  H.  should  attain  twenty-one,  "  and 
when  he  should  accomplish  his  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
then  to  him"  and  his  heirs.  H.  died  under  twenty-one; 
it  was  held  that  he  took  a  vested  interest. 

Edwards  v.  Symons  (/) ;  Doe  d.  Roake  v.  NoweU{g); 
X>oe  d.  Hunt  v.  Moore{)i)  \  Doe  d.  Dolley  v.  Ward{i)\ 

Phipps 

(a)  12  Beav.  97.  (/)  6  Taunt,  213. 

(6)  8  Bing,  3S6.  {g)  I  M,  ^  Sel.  327;  5  Dow. 

(c)  2  Mer.  363.  202. 

(«/)  1  Jarman,726.  (h)  14  Ea$t,  601. 

(e)  3  Rep.  19.  (i)  9  Ad.  ^  EU.  582. 

VOL.  XVI.  B  B 
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Phipps  v.  Ackers  (a);   Newman  v.  Newman  (b);  Jack 
son  V.  Majoribanks  (c) ;  Riley  v,  Gamett  (d) ;   Stamler^ 
V.  Stanley  (e);  Leeming  v.  Sherratt(f);  were  also  citedEix 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

With  respect  to  the  leasehold  in  Willow  Terrace^ 
think   I   should   be    inserting  words  into  the  will,  m 
I  were  to  hold  that  an  only  child  was  not  to  take  unles^^^ 
he  attained  twenty-one.     The  meaning  of  the  testatrix  5 
may  have  been  capricious  and  singular,  that  if  ther*  ^^ 
should  be  two  or  three  children,  they  should  not  tak»  -^ 
vested  interests  until  they  attained  twenty-one,  but  tha..^ 
an  only  child  should  take  a  vested  interest  at  bis  birth^c= 
The  word  "  then''  appears  to  have  no  other  meanin^^ 
than  this :  "  in  that  case,"  or  "  on  that  event  occurring,'^ - 
that  child  is  to  take.    The  probable  intention  would  b^  -* 
defeated^  if  I  were  to  import  into  the  gift  to  a  single 
child,  the  same  condition  as  is  contained  in  the  previoua^^ 
gift  amongst  several.     I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  tha    - 
the  child,  who  survived  her  mother  twenty-eight  day^^  ^ 
took  a  vested  interest  in  the  house  in  Willow  Terraces^'* 
and  that  her  father,  as  her  legal  personal  representative^ 
is  now  entitled  to  it. 

With  respect  to  the  other  gift,  I  have  felt  more  diflS- 
culty.  I  think  it  convenient  to  consider  the  case  as 
if  the  gift  to  the  children  stood  alone,  and  then  to 
consider  the  gift  over. 

The  gift  is  of  a  moiety  of  the  freeholds,  copyholds 

and 


(a)  9  CI.  4-  Fin.  583. 
(6)  10  Sim.  57. 
(c)  12  Sim.  93. 


(d)  ZBeG.if  Sm.  629. 
(c)  16  Fes.  491. 
(J)  2  Hare,  14. 
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and  leaseholds  to  trustees,  to  convey  and  assure  the 
same,  equally  between  the  children,  on  their  respectively 
attaining  twenty-one  years  of  age.  It  is  true  that  in 
Baraston's  Case  (a),  a  gift  to  a  child,  when  he  should 
attain  twenty-one,  was  held  to  be  a  vested  interest,  but 
it  is  new  to  me,  if  there  be  any  case,  in  which  it  has 
been  laid  down,  that  where  an  estate  is  given  to  trustees, 
in  trust  to  convey  to  children  on  their  attaining  twenty- 
one,  there  is  any  vested  interest  before  the  time  for  con- 
veying arrives,  that  is,  before  the  child  attains  twenty- 
one.  Leake  v.  Robinson  (i),  in  which  Sir  W.  Chant 
took  great  pains  to  examine  the  previous  authorities,  is 
express  on  the  subject  as  regards  personalty;  and 
though,  in  some  instances,  the  same  words,  when  ap- 
plied to  real  estate,  have  received  a  different  construction 
from  that  which  they  have  received  when  applied  to 
personal  estate,  yet  I  am  not  aware  that  any  such  dis- 
tinction has  ever  been  extended  to  the  case  of  a  direc- 
tion to  convey  to  children  on  attaining  a  given  age.  I 
think  I  should  be  extending  Boraston's  Case,  which  I  am 
not  inclined  to  do,  if  I  were  now  to  introduce  such  a  dis- 
tinction. It  is  highly  desirable  to  assimilate,  as  much 
as  possible,  the  rules  of  construction  in  cases  of  real 
and  personal  estate ;  and  although  the  Court  may  be 
bound  by  particular  rules  in  some  instances,  as  in  Forth 
^.Chapman(jc)f  to  give  different  constructions  to  different 
vfords,  in  cases  of  real  and  personal  property,  yet  it  will 
not  extend  the  distinction,  unless  it  is  obvious,  that  the 
testator  intends  the  same  words  to  have  a  different 
meaning  when  applied  to  different  species  of  property. 


1852. 


Walksr 

V. 

Mower. 


I  think  that  there  being  no  gift  to  any  child,  except 
in  the  direction  to  convey  at  twenty-one,  the  child  took 

no 


(a)  3  Reports^  19. 


(6)  3  Mer.  363. 
B  b2 


(c)  2  P.  Wmt.  140. 
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no  interest  in  the  residuary  freehold,  copyhold  and  1 
hold  estates,  comprised  in  the  residuary  gift. 

As  to  the  gift  over,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  di( 
take  effect,  because  the  tenant  for  life  did  not  die 
out  '^  leaving  any  child,"  the  deceased  leaving  a  dfl 
ter.  There  is,  therefore,  an  intestacy,  and  the  n 
of  the  freeholds  go  to  the  heir,  and  of  the  lease 
to  the  next  of  kin. 


Dec.  21. 

A  country  so- 
licitor who  is 
authorized  to 
institute  a 
suit,  is  jus- 
tified in  em- 
ploying a  Lon- 
don agent  for 
that  purpose, 
in  whose  name, 
as  agent,  the 
bill  may  be 
filed. 


SOLLEY  and  Others  v.  WOOD. 

rilHIS  was  a  motion  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  - 
■^  nah  Sollex/j  that  her  name  might  be  struck  c 
the  bill,  and  that  Messrs,  W.  and  G.,  the  solicitoi 
the  record,  might  pay  the  costs  of  this  application, 
motion  was  founded  on  this : — that  she  had  give 
authority  to  file  the  bill,  but  a  letter,  signed  by  her 
produced,  by  which  she  had  directed  Mr.  *S.,  a  sol 
of  Canterbury,  to  file  a  bill  in  Chancery.  Messn 
and  G.  were  the  town  agents  of  Mr.  S. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Speed,  in  support  o 
motion,  argued,  first,  that  no  authority  had  been  g 
and,  secondly,  that  the  authority,  if  any,  had  been  j 
to  Mr.  S.,  and  not  to  Messrs.  W.  and  G.,  and  that  IV 
had  no  right  to  delegate  his  power  to  others,  wh< 
the  client  might  be  greatly  prejudiced,  and  a  lien  o 
papers  given  to  strangers. 

They  cited  yJllen  v.  Bone  (a). 


(a)  4  Bcamn,  493. 
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Mr.  Lhyd  and  Mr.  Shapter,  for  the  Respondents,  were 
^ot  heard. 

SOLLET 

and  Others 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Wood. 

I  am  satisfied  that  an  authority  was  given  by  the 
Plaintiff  to  Mr.  S.  That  is  distinctly  proved  by  the 
exhibit  and  three  witnesses. 


The  next  point  is,  that,  although  an  authority  might 
liave  been  given  to  Mr.  S.,  yet  that  none  was  given  to 
Messrs.  W.  and  G.   If  such  an  objection  were  allowed, 
the  consequence  would  be  that  a  client  could  not  em- 
ploy a  country  solicitor  in  a  suit,  unless  such  solicitor 
himself  came  up  to  London  to  conduct  it  in  person.    It 
is  the  ordinary  and  recognized  practice  of  country  solici- 
tors to  employ  a  London  agent.     All  that  is  required  is, 
that  he  should  appear  in  the  bill  to  be  acting  as  agent. 

Mrs.  SoUey's  name  may  be  struck  out  as  Plaintiff,  on 
her  giving  security  for  costs,  and  she  must  pay  the  costs 
of  the  application. 
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HURST  V.  HURST. 
Dee.  17,  23. 
A  tenant  for       A    TESTATOR,  by  his  will  dated  in  1839,  devised  J 

chai^the        the  elder   for  life,  with   remainder  to  Robert   Henrys 
portions  for      Hurst  the  younger  for   life;    with  remainder    to  hia^ 

younger  chil-    first  and  Other  sons  in  tail,  &c.,  &c.     And  power 

dren,  mort-         i..  ■»-»» 

gaged  his  life    thereby  given  to  Robert  Henry  Hurst  the  elder,  when 

estate,  and  co-  \^  possession,  to  charge  the  estates  with  any  sum  no^^ 

Tenanted  not  *^     ,  '  ^  ^  -^ 

to  exercise  the  exceeding  20,000/.  for  the  portions  of  his  younger  chil — J 

^at  he  could  '  ^^^^t  ^^^  ^^  create  a  term  for  securing  it.     Other  power^r* 

not,  after-        were  also  given  him. 

wards,  char^^e 

the  estate  with 

portions,  to  the      The  testator  died  in  1843,  and  after  his  death,  th^ 

Sii?mortLa-      tenants  for  life  incumbered  their  life  estates  to  a  con-  ^ 

gees.  siderable  extent ;   first,   by  a  demise   for  ninety-nin^ 

on  whiclfthe    Y^^^s,  and  afterwards  by  an  indenture  of  the  22nd  ok:  ^ 

Court  acte  in     June^   1844,   whereby  they  charged  their  life   estates 

sale  of  a  mort-  (subject  to  the  prior  mortgages)  to  the  Plaintiff,  foiS- 

uXrt^^late   ^^^^""S  10,000/.;   and  it  was  thereby  provided,  that» 

act.  Robert  Henry  Hurst  the  elder  should  not  use  or  exer 

cise,  or  consent  to  the  use  or  exercise,  of  the  powers^ 

contained  in  the  will  or  any  of  them. 

Afterwards,  by  an  indenture  of  the  6th  of  August,.^ 
1844,  Robert  Henry  Hurst  the  elder  charged  the  estate 
with  20,000/.,  for  the  portions  of  his  younger  children, 
to  be  vested  and  payable  at  such  times  as  he  should 
appoint,  and  he  appointed  the  estate  to  a  trustee  for 
an  immediate  term  of  1,000  years  for  securing  the 
amount. 

The  next  day,  and  on  the  marriage  of  his  daughter, 
Mrs.  Milk,  he  appointed  6,000/.,  part  of  the  20,000/., 

immediately 
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immediately  in  bar  favour,  and  the  amount  was  settled 
upon  her  and  her  family.  The  parties  to  the  settlement 
and  their  trustees  had  notice  of  the  mortgage  to  the 
Plainti£Py  who  gave  no  consent  to  the  execution  of  the 
power  to  raise  portions. 

The  suit  was  for  foreclosure  and  redemption,  and  tlie 
principal  question  was,  whether  the  Plaintiff's  security 
had  priority  over  the  portions. 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Kinglake,  for  the  Plaintiff.   The 

tenant  for  life  having  incumbered  his  estate,  was  not 

afterwards  at  liberty  to  derogate  from  his  own  grant  and 

defeat   or  prejudice  his   mortgagee's  rights;    Hole  v. 

-Escoti  (a) ;  Noel  v.  Lord  Henley  (i).     They  asked  for 

^  sale  of  the  estate  under  the  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  86  (c). 

Mr.  Terrell,  for  the  tenants  for  life,  and  Mr.  BazaU 

,^ette,  for  the  appointees  under  the  power,  contrd.     A 

tienant  for  life  has  no  right  to  deprive  the  objects  of  a 

fDower  to  raise  portions  of  the  provisions  intended  for 

^fchem  by  the  testator  (rf).    The  case  of  Badham  v.  Mee  (e) 

^fcas  been  dissented  from,  Jones  v.  Winwood  (/).     Here 

^^be   parties  claiming  under  the  donor's  settlement  are 

-purchasers  for  valuable  consideration,  and  they  have  a 

^egal   term   to  protect  them,  which   enables   them  to 

:xretain  their  priority  against  the  Plaintiff's  mere  equit- 

«ible  charge. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  it  clear,  that  the  appointees  of  the  20,000/. 

have 


1862. 


(a)  2  Keen,  444 ;  1  Stig,  Pow, 
51. 

(b)  MCL  4-  F.  302. 
(0  Sect.  48. 

\d)  See  Whitmarth  v.  Robert- 
ion,  1  CoU.  570;  4  Beavan^  26; 


and  1  r.  4-  ColL(C.C.)  715; 
Lord  Leigh  v.  Lord  Ashburion, 
11  Beiir.  470. 

(e)  7 Btng. 695;  lMyl.fyK.S2. 

(/)  10  Sim.  150;  3  Mee.  * 
WeU.  653. 
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have  no  priority  over  the  first  three  mortgages.  It  is 
only  necessary  to  advert  to  this  circumstance,  that  the 
first  three  mortgages  contain  a  covenant  on  the  part  of 
the  tenant  for  life  that  he  will  not  execute  the  power  of 
appointment,  without  the  consent  of  the  mortgagees, 
and  that  the  appointees  had  notice  of  those  deeds,  at 
the  time  of  the  marriage,  and  when  the  appointment 
was  made.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  they  cannot 
have  any  priority  over  the  first  mortgage,  and  that  the 
term  of  1,000  years,  which  is  only  a  reversionary  term, 
although  not  made  subject  to  the  term  of  ninety-nine 
years  in  the  first  mortgage,  does  not  affect  the  question 
or  vary  the  rights  of  the  first  mortgagees. 


The  next  question  is  with  respect  to  the  sale  of  the 
estate.  1  apprehend  that  the  statute,  enabling  the 
Court  to  direct  a  sale,  intended  to  give  the  Court  a  very 
considerable  discretion,  in  order  to  avoid  the  great  delay 
and  expense  which  is  occasioned  by  foreclosure  and  re- 
demption in  a  case  where  there  is  a  great  number  of 
successive  mortgages ;  and  the  Court  will,  upon  the 
terms  and  according  to  the  directions  contained  in  the 
section,  exercise  that  power  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to 
operate  injuriously  or  oppressively  on  any  person  in- 
terested. If,  therefore,  a  sale  of  this  property  could 
now  take  place,  as  beneficially  and  profitably  to  the 
parties  concerned,  as  by  allowing  the  rents  to  be  re- 
ceived, I  should  think  it  a  proper  case  for  the  exercise 
of  that  discretionary  power  contained  in  the  act.  But  I 
should  give  liberty  to  the  persons  interested  to  bring 
before  me  any  matters  which  might  vary  or  alter  my 
opinion,  because  they  have  not  had  the  opportunity  of 
so  doing,  in  consequence  of  the  cause  being  at  issue  be- 
fore this  act  came  into  operation.  The  power  given  to 
the  Court,  as  I  read  it,  is,  at  the  instance  of  the  first 
mortgagee,  to  direct  a  sale  if  it  should  think  fit,  or  at 

the 
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the  instance  of  a  second  or  any  puisne  incumbrancer,        1852. 

with  the  consent  of  the  prior  incumbrancer;  or  if  they 

do  not  consent,  then  upon  ordering  such  sum  of  money 

^  be  paid  into  Court  as  the  Court  may  think  neces- 

^ry  to  protect  them.     Assuming  this  to  be,  in  other 

respects,  a  proper   case  to   direct   a   sale,  I  think  if 

^Qe  second  mortgagees  consented,  and  the  third  mort- 

^gee  paid  into  Court  the  amount  of  the  first  mort- 

ff^ge,  then,  as  the  first  mortgagee  will   clearly  have 

^     security  both  on  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 

^^t^te  and  on  the  money  in  Court,  he  would  be  perfectly 

I  do  not  consider  that  under  this  clause  the  Court 
^'^o^ld  be  induced  to  act  oppressively,  so  as  to  dispossess 
^  #^mily  of  an  old  family  estate.  It  is  possible  also, 
^l^^t  a  life  estate  might  not  sell  well,  and  that  a  mere 
^^^^te  pour  autre  vie  (which  this  would  be)  would  not,  if 
»<:>lcl,  be  80  productive  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagees, 
^^^  the  receipt  of  rents  during  the  continuance  of  the 
li'^^^fj.  I  therefore  think  it  fair,  to  give  the  parties  in- 
^^i-^^sted  an  opportunity  of  bringing  forward,  on  affidavit, 

^^v^y  facts  they  may  think  material  upon  this  question, 

^>effore  I  direct  a  sale. 


The  question  was  again  discussed,  whether  there  Dec,23. 
should  be  a  sale  under  the  act.  Affidavits  were  pro- 
duced on  behalf  of  the  mortgagors,  showing  that  the 
property  being  near  Horsham  was  adapted  for  building 
purposes,  and  was  likely  to  increase  in  value;  that  it 
was  not  probable  that  it  would  fetch  its  full  value  if 
sold,  and  that  a  sale  would  be  very  injurious  to  the 
jDortgagors,  who  were  also  attempting  to  compromise 
with  the  incumbrancers. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Terrell,  for  the  mortgagors. 

Mr.  Headlam,  for  the  first  mortgagee,  consented  to  a     . 
sale. 

Mr,  Giffardf  for  some  of  the  prior  mortgagees,  asked     - 
to  have  the  amount  of  their  claim  paid  into  Court. 

Mr.  Follett2LXid  Mr.  Kinglake,  for  the  PlaintiflF. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  for  a  puisne  incumbrancer. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  discretion  is  given  with  a  view  to  its  exer-  — 
cise  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties  interested,  and  so  as  ^c 
not  to  injure  any  of  them.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  m 
this  case  no  one  has  advanced  his  money  in  the  belief^ 
that  the  Court  possessed  the  power  of  directing  a  sale,.^ 
for  the  act  has  passed  pending  the  suit :  and  also  that^ 
the  discretion  of  the  Court  does  not  interfere  with.^ 
any  power  of  sale  which  the  mortgagor  has  granted  f 
to  the  mortgagees.  The  first  mortgagee,  if  he  has 
power  of  sale,  may  exercise  it,  and  the  only  way  to 
prevent  it  will  be,  by  paying  him  his  money.  The  otherrm 
mortgagees  have  no  power  of  sale,  and  I  have,  there — ■'- 
fore,  only  to  consider,  whether  it  would  be  most  for  the^^ 
benefit  of  all  parties,  that  this  estate  should  be  sold  or^ 
not.  It  will,  no  doubt,  cause  great  delay  and  expense  iK 
there  should  be  successive  foreclosures;  but  on  the  other:^ 
hand,  if  the  estate  is  likely  to  be  sold  for  less  than  it 
value,  in  consequence  of  the  circumstances  under  whicb 
it  is  now  placed,  it  is  a  matter  to  be  set  off  against  ther 
delay  and  expense  of  foreclosing. 

I  do  not  consider,  that  the  fact  that  the  second  tenant 
for  life,  who  is  one  of  the  mortgagors,  is  endeavouring 
to  compromise,  is  any  ground  for  refusing  a  sale.    If  the 

statements 
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statements  in  the  affidavit  be  correct,  there  is  this  di- 
I^mina,  that  if  the  mortgagor  can  induce  the  mortgagees 
to  compromise  their  claims,  it  shows  that  he  has  no 
i  nterest  in  the  estate,  and  that  the  result  will  be,  that  the 
Brst,  second,  and  third  mortgagees  alone  will  be  paid. 


1862. 


On  the  affidavit,  I  think  it  appears  that  a  sale  would 
Idc  such  an  injury  to  the  mortgagor  and  the  latter  incum- 
brancers, as  it  would  be  unjust  to  inflict  on  them.  I 
^hall  therefore  exercise  my  discretion,  by  directing  the 
<roiBmon  decree  for  redemption  and  foreclosure. 

Note. — The  appointees  intended  to  appeal,  but  a  general  arrange- 
vanent  was  come  to  between  the  parties,  ana  no  decree  was  drawn  up. 


Re  BLACKMAN. 

^T^HE  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  the  21st  o(  January ^ 
1861,   gave  the   residue  of   certain   trust  funds 

thereby  provided,  equally,  between  *^John  Wheeler, 
George  Wheeler,  Mary  Wheeler,  widow,  and  William 
Wheeler,  the  children  of  his  mother's  sister,  Mary 
Wheeler,  deceased." 

The  testator  died  on  the  2nd  July  in  the  same  year, 
and  the  question  arose  upon  the  gifts  to  John  Wheeler 
and  Mary  Wheeler,  widow,  under  these  circumstance: — 

Mary  Wheeler,  the  sister  of  the  testator's  mother,  had 
had  a  son  called  John  Wheeler,  but  who  ha'd  died  in 
August,  1848,  prior  to  the  date  of  the  testator's  will,  and 
it  was  clearly  proved  that  the  testator  was  aware  of  his 
death.  He  had  left  a  son  John  Wheeler,  who,  by  this 
petition,  claimed  one-fourth  of  the  trust  fund. 

There 


Dec.  23. 

Erroneous  de- 
scription of  a 
legatee  re- 
jected upon 
extrinsic  evi- 
dence, 
^.fthegrand- 
child  of  C., 
and  B.y  the 
widow  of  a 
child  of  C, 
held,  under 
the  circum- 
stances, enti- 
tled to  a  be- 
quest made  to 
A,  and  B., 
widow,  de- 
scribed as 
"  children  of 
C." 
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There  was  evidence   that  after  the  death  of  John 
Wheeler  the  elder,  the  testator  had  intimated  to  John 

Up  

Blackm AN.     ^^^^^  the  younger,  that  he  had  left  him  some  benefits 
by  his  will. 

As  to  Mary  Wheeler,  widow,  the  child  of  Mary 
Wheeler,  deceased,  there  was  no  person  who  answered 
that  description,  but  there  was  a  Mary  Wheeler,  the 
widow  of  Richard  Wheeler,  a  deceased  son  of  Mary 
Wheeler,  and  she  also  by  this  petition  claimed  one-  • 
fourth  of  the  fund. 

There  was  evidence  that  during  his  last  illness  thc-*^ 
testator  had  stated  to  the  claimant  Mary  Wheeler,^"^ 
who  nursed  him,  that  he  had  done  something  for  her  by^^ 
his  will. 


The  will  had  been  prepared  by  a  professional  gentle — 
man  who  was  unacquainted  with  the  family,  and  on  re — 
ferring  to  a  former  will  of  1837,  *^John  Wheeler,  Oeorgt^ 
Wheeler,  Mary,  the  widow  of  Richard  Wheeler,  an(£^ 
William  Wheeler,  the  children  of  the  testator  s  mother*s  * 
sister  Mary  Wheeler,  deceased,"  were  appointed  residuary ' 
legatees. 


Mr.  Hardy,  for  John  Wheeler  and  Mary  Wheeler^ 
contended,  that  the  evidence  made  the  case  clear,  am 
that  the  erroneous  description  must  be  rejected. 


Mr.  Sheffield,  for  the  residuary  legatees,  argued,  that 
the  legacy  was  void  for  uncertainty ;  that  John  Wheeler 
could  not  take  under  the  description  of  his  father,  nor 
could  Mary,  who  was  not  related  to  the  testator,  take 
under  the  description  of  his  niece. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 
The  Mabtbb  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  I  cannot  construe  the  will  of  1861  by  the 
f>revious  will,  and  that  I  must  look  at  the  case  as  if  the 
"%¥ill  had  been  made  for  the  first  time  in  1851. 

There  is  clear  evidence  that  the  testator  knew  that 
^here  was  no  such  person  living  as  John,  the  son  of 
-^^ry>  y®^  ^®  introduced  the  description  of  such  a  per- 
son in  his  will,  the  only  John  Wheeler  then  existing 
being  the  grandchild.     I  think  it  is  not  too  much  to  say, 
tbat  John  Wheeler,  the  grandson,  was  intended,  there 
being  no  other  child  of  this  name,  and  there  being  dis- 
tinct evidence,  that  the  testator  stated  to  him  that  he 
intended  to  leave  him  something. 

.  He  has  made  a  gift  to  Mary  Wheeler,  the  widow, 
described  as  a  child  of  his  aunt  But  under  the  circum- 
stances, and  there  being  evidence  of  an  intention  to 
benefit  her,  I  must  hold  that  he  intended  to  include 
her. 

The  testator  has  used  the  expression  "  children"  in  a 
loose  manner,  to  describe  the  four  different  branches  of 
the  family  of  his  aunt. 

Order  the  transfer  to  the  Petitioners. 


380 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1862. 


Dec.  8,  21,23. 

When  bid- 
dings are 
opened,  the 
purchaser  is 
entitled  to  in- 
terest on  his 
deposit  at  four 
per  cent 

A  party 
opening  bid- 
dings must  de- 
posit the 
amount  of  his 
advance,  but 
he  is  not  re- 
auired,  in  the 
nrst  instance, 
to  pay  into 
Court  the 
amount  of  the 
original  de- 
posit.   Upon 
nis  neglect  to 
make  the  re- 
quired pay- 
ment, the 
order  to  open 
biddings  will 
be  discharged 
with  costs,  to 
be  paid  by 
him. 


BANKS  V.  BANKS. 

OOME  property  had  been  sold  under  the  Court, 
^the  purchasers  had  made  a  deposit  of  1,798/.    -^ 
motion  was  made  by  a  Mr.  Josiah  Hall  to  open  the  bii 
dings,  upon  an  advance  of  665/. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  J  for  the  motion. 

Mr.  Lloydy  for  the  purchaser,  asked  that  he  mighr  * 
receive  back  interest  on  the  deposit. 

Mr.  Beavariy  for  a  party  to  the  cause,  argued  thal^ 
the  biddings  ought  not  to  be  opened,  unless  Mr.  Hali^ 
made  the  same  deposit  as  the  original  purchaser,  an 
which  was  now  required  by  the  General  Orders  (3i 
Order  of  16th  Ji/Zy,  1851)  (a);  for  otherwise,  the  pre— ^— 
sent  purchaser  might  be  released  without  any  security^i^- 
that  the  applicant  would  ever  complete  his  purchase. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  as  to  the  interest,  directedK::^ 
the  order  to  be  drawn  up  in  the  usual  form;  but  as  t 
the  deposit,  he  thought,  that  he  could  not  direct  th 
whole  deposit  to  be  paid  by  Mr.  Hall,  until  it  had  beei 
ascertained  that  he  was  to  be  the  purchaser. 

(a)  Ord,  Can,  450,  and  see  2  5m.  Pr.  264,  265  (3rd  ed.) 

Note. — It  was  ordered,  that  on  pa}nnent  to.  the  purcbasert  of  their 
costs,  charges  and  expenses,  within  one  week  after  the  Master's  cer- 
tificate, and  upon  payment  to  the  purchaser  of  interest  at  four  per  cent 
on  the  deposit  of  1,798/.,  and  on  paying  into  Court  655/.,  within  a 
month  after  the  Taxing  Master's  certificate,  by  way  of  deposit,  there 
should  be  a  resale,  &c. 

The  costs  were  taxed  after  some  delay,  but  Jotiah  Hall  neglected  to 
make  these  payments;  and  on  the  28th  of  Ju(y,  1853,  the  above  order 
was  rescinded  and  Josiah  Hall  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  all  parties. 


—I 
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The  SUTTON  HARBOUR  COMPANY  v. 
KITCHENS. 

Jan.  11. 

^  I^HIS  bill  was  filed,  on  the  authority  of  the  London  and  A  bill  by  a 

North--  Western  Railway  Company  v.  Smith{a)j  and  against  an  in- 

upon  that  being  over-ruled,  the  Master  of  the  Rollsj  on  dividual  daim- 

.  1.       .        1    I      1   ,1      .  I  IK     r\  ingtobein- 

Dootion,  dismissed  the  bill  without  costs  (b).  On  appeal,  juriously  af- 

^he  order  was,  on  the  25th  of  March,  1852,  varied  by  fr^^jL'f"^®'' 
,  '  .   .  the  68th  sec- 

^"^  JLords  Justices,  as  to  the  costs,  by  giving  the  De-  tion  of  the 

Pendant  the  costs  of  the  motion  to  dismiss,  with  liberty  Act  wm  dliT" 

*^  ^pply  as  to  the  other  costs  of  the  suit,  if  he  should,  missed,  with 

oefbre  the  last  day  of  Trinity  term  next,  establish  his  Defendant  to 

*^ght  to  compensation  (c).  ^PP^y  fj' ^^« 

*^  ^  ^  costs,  if  he 

should  esta- 

An  arbitrator,  Mr.  Hichs,  was  appointed  by  the  De-  S^Jo^jenJ* 

*^odant  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  tion.    The 

S  i  9  Vict  c.  18,  who  was  attended  by  both  sides,  but  ^eded  Ey^ar- 

^l^^  award  was  not  taken  up.  bitration,  but 

neither  took  up 
the  award. 

-A  motion  was  now  made,  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  J^Pf"  "BP^JP" 
^^^  '  '  bytheDefend- 

^^^t  the  Plaintiffs  might  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit,  or  ant  that  the 
^^ight  be  compelled  to  take  up  the  award.  mi^ff ^y  the 

costs  or  be 

Hr.  Terrell,  in  support  of  the  motion.    By  the  Lands  take  up  the 

^I^uses  Consolidation  Act,  it  is  provided  (d),  that  the  award,  Held, 
^ ,  .  '  as  to  the  first, 

^^bitrators  shall  deliver  their  award  to  the  company,  that  the  Dc- 

'^ho  arc  bound,  at  their  own  expense,  to  furnish  a  copy  premature^'no 

^  the  other  party.    They  are,  therefore,  bound  to  take  award  having 

.  been  made ; 

'^  and,  as  to  the 
second,  that 

(a)  1  BaUSf  rtr.364;  1  Macn.  (c)  1  De  G.  Af.  ^  G.  169.  the  Court  had 

4r  Gor.  216.  {d)  S  ^  9  Vict.  c.  18,  ss.  25,  nojurisdicUon. 

{b)  15  Beavon,  161.  68. 
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it  up.  This  is  similar  to  the  case  where  an  issue  is 
directed ;  if  the  Plaintiff  does  not  go  to  trial,  judgment 
will  be  assumed  against  him  (&).  Here  it  must  be 
presumed  that  the  award  is  in  the  Defendant's  favour, 
and  he  is,  therefore,  entitled  to  the  costs  of  suit.  The 
Plaintiffs  have  submitted  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Court,  and  have  entered  into  an  implied  undertaking  to 
get  the  award. 


Mr.  JR.  Palmer,  and  Mr.  C.  Hall,  contra,  were  not^= 
heard. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  I  can  make  no  order.     This -a 
motion  is  in  the  alternative.     One  branch  asks  that  the  ^ 
Plaintiffs  may  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit.  This  is  founded   J 
on  the  order  of  the  Lords  Justices,  giving  liberty  to-^ 
the  Defendant  to  apply,  in   case   he  should  establish   - 
his  right  to  compensation.     When  the  award  has  been 
made,  the  Defendant  may  apply  for  the  costs  of  suit; 
but  this  application   is  premature,  because  the  Court 
does  not  as  yet  know  what  the  award  is,  or  whether  any 
damages  are  awarded  to  the  Defendant. 

The  second  branch  is,  that  the  Court  may  compel 
the  company  to  take  up  the  award.  It  is  not  disputed, 
that  this  Court  has  no  primary  jurisdiction  to  compel 
the  company  to  take  up  the  award.  Jurisdiction,  it  is 
true,  may  be  given  to  this  Court  by  consent  or  submis- 
sion, but  no  such  jurisdiction  is  given  by  anything  con- 
tained in  this  order.  There  is  nothing  to  give  the  Court 
power  to  compel  the  company  to  take  up  the  award. 

The 


(a)  Sec  Johnslon  v.  Toddf  3  Reavan,  p.  222,  and  note. 
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The  power  of  the  Court  in  this  matter  is  the  same  as  if 
no  suit  existed,  and  the  only  remedy,  if  any,  is  by  an 
application  to  a  Common  Law  Court.  Harbour 

COMPAMT 

V. 

I  must  refuse  the  motion,  with  costs.  Hitchens. 


MEYER'S  CASE.  —  In  re  The  BRITISH  and 
AMERICAN  STEAM  NAVIGATION  COM- 
PANY. 

Jan.  13. 
TN  1836,  a  prospectus  was  issued  for  the  establishment  A,  B.  took  ten 
-*•     of  "  The  British  and  American  Steam  Navigation  J^^JnteSd^ 
Company,"    for   specified    purposes,   and   on    specified  to  be  formed 
itenms.     In  1835,  Mr.  Jtfi?yer  applied  for  ten  shares  of  q^j^^^^o„ 
^0/.  each,  which  were  allotted  to  and  accepted  by  him,  *^^^^  P™J- 
una  he  paid  a  deposit  of  5/.  each  on  the  shares,  but  he  projectors  af- 
executed  no  deed.     The  projectors  afterwards  thought  ^'^/^  °"?"j 
it  advisable  to  change  the  nature  and  character  of  the  its  character, 
undertaking,  and  it  was  varied  and  established  on  prin-  ^^^ ^'  ^},j"h 

ciples  materially  different  from  those  stated  in  the  pro-  he  assented  to 

the  variation 

spectus  (a).  or  adopted  the 

new  company. 
Some  time 
Mr.  Meyer  did  no  act  by  which  he  assented  to  the  after,  the  di- 

change,  or  adopted  the  altered  undertaking;  and  all  [^^f^ne^^' 

applications  to  him  for  calls  were  disregarded.     How-  ^.B.'s  shares 

ever,  in  March^  1838,  the  Board  of  Directors  agreed  to  ^^\\^^  ^j 

allow  him  to  pay  60/.  in  addition  to  the  60/.  already  that^.  B.     , 

mi  •     1      "hould  remain 
paid,  and  to  grant  him  one  paid  up  share.    This  he  a  shareholder 

took,  and  afterwards  disposed   of  and  transferred    it.  for  <>««•  Held, 

'  '^       ^  that  4'  B,  was 

The  transaction  was  entered  in  the  company's  books,  not  a  contribu- 

u..*  ^>T  »n  respect 
b"*  of  ie  nine 
shares. 
(a)  See  Goldm'uTt  Case,  ante,  p.  262. 
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but  it  did  not  appear  that  the  directors  had  any  powi 

to  cancel  shares. 
Mbtbe's 
Case. 

^  re  An  order  having  been  made  to  wind  up  the  company,^  ^ 

T^uG  British  _ 

and  American  Mr.  Meyer  was  inserted  by  the  Master  on  the  list  oft 

Steam        contributories  for  the  nine  shares.     He  now  moved,  br^ 
Navigation  ,  ^  w    j   ^ 

Company,      way  of  appeal,  from  the  Master's  decision. 

Mr.  JR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Dickinson^  for  the  motion,  i 
Mr.  Meyer  agreed  to  take  ten  shares  in  a  8pecifie<Kz 
undertaking.  This  was  never  formed,  but  a  different^, 
one  substituted,  which  he  did  not  adopt.  He  was  not^^ 
therefore,  a  shareholder  in  the  new  company,  Gold — -^ 
smid's  Case  (a).  He  subsequently  took  one  shar^^ 
only,  and  in  respect  of  that  alone  he  became  a  share— ^ 
holder,  but  he  has  since  duly  transferred  it.  The  direc^  ^ 
tors  were  justified  in  making  the  arrangement,  Beres^-^ 
ford's  Case  (b). 

Mr.  Roxburgh,  contra,  argued,  that  the  decision  o^ 
the  Master  was  right,  for  Mr.  Meyer  had  taken  tet^- 
shares,  and  had  afterwards  dealt  with  them,  by  enterin^^ 
into  arrangements  respecting  them  with  the  directors.^ 
and  which  they  had  no  authority  to  concur  in.  Se^^ 
Morgan's  Case  (c). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered,  that  when  the 
nature  of  an  undertaking  had  been  completely  changed, 
and  a  new  and  distinct  one  formed,  persons  who  agreed 
to  become  shareholders  in  the  first,  did  not  become 
shareholders  in  the  second,  unless  they  did  some  sub- 
sequent act  to  make  themselves  so.  That,  in  this  case, 
the  company  had  been  so  changed,  as  to  become  a  new 

company 

(a)  Antet  p.  262.  Macn.  Sf  G.  197. 

(6)  2  HaU  if  TwdU,  388;  2  (c)  1  Macn.  Sf  G.  225. 
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<M>nipaD7,  and  that  Mr.  Meyer  had  done  no  act  to  make  1853. 

liiinself  a  shareholder  in  it,  except  in  respect  of  one  ^"^v-^^ 

— i^  Mbyeb's 

«^»a«5-  Case. 

In  re 

m  Th^  British 

xhat,  if  the  transaction  o(  March,  1838,  was  invalid,  and  Am ericam 

it  'wras  invalid  altogether,  and  could  not  be  treated  as  va-  la^'?*'? 

^.                                     o           ^  Navigation 

Ix<i   for  the  purpose  of  making  him  a  shareholder  in  the  Company. 
'^^^  company,  but  invalid  as  releasing  him  from  the  old. 
*i^  reversed  the  decision  of  the  Master,  and  ordered, 
'  t]3at  the  name  of  the  said  Edward  Meyer  be  excluded 
'^oaaa  the  list  of  contributories  of  the  said  company." 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  SMYTHIES. 

Jan.  14. 
^  Y  letters  patent  of  TLmg  James  the  First,  a  charitable  The  income  of 

corporation  was  created,  having  for  its  object  the  f  ^""**  belong- 

^^^Ppari  and  maintenance  of  a  master  and  five  poor  per-  riuble  corpo- 

^^^Xis  (a).     The  master  was  to  receive  the  income,  and  fonts* object^ 

¥^^y  the  poor  persons  2/.  12*.  Od.  annually,  by  quarterly  the  support, 

V^yments,  for  their  support,  relief,  and  maintenance.        maintenance  of 

a  master  and 
«  five  poor  per- 

Mr.  Smythies,  the  late  master,  died  on  the  24th  March,  sons,  held  ap- 

'1852 ;  and  a  petition  being  presented  by  the  new  master  for  [J^een"the^new 

payment  of  the  income,  the  executors  of  Mr.  Smythies  and  the  repre- 

daimed  an  apportionment  of  the  half-year's  income  end-  deceased  mas* 

ing  the  6th  July,  1862,  upon  a  fund  in  Court  belonging  ters,  though 

\      ,      .       ^  ^  ^        not  within  the 

to  the  chanty.  Apportion- 

jyjj.    mentActs(ll 
Geo.  2,  c.  19, 

(«)  See  2  Rim.  4-  Af.  717;  1  Keen,  289;  2  MyL  4-  Cr.  135.        WilL4,c.  22). 

The  costs  of 
an  application 
br  a  Dew  master  of  a  hospital  for  payment  of  the  income  of  a  fund  in  Coart,  held  pay- 
able out  of  the  income. 

co2 
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1863. 

Attornet- 
General 

V. 

Smtthibb. 


Mr.  Howty  for  the  Petitioner,  Mr.  Lodge^  the  nc¥ 
master,  contended,  that  there  ought  not  to  be  an  ap 
portionment.  It  was  admitted,  that  the  case  did  no 
fall  within  the  Apportionment  Acts  (11  Geo.  2,  c.  IS 
8.  15,  and  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  22;,  but  it  would  be  con 
tended,  that  there  ought  to  be  an  apportionment,  on  th 
construction  of  the  terms  of  the  letters  patent,  esta 
blishing  the  charity  for  the  support^  relief  and  fMttn 
tenance  of  the  master  and  five  poor  persons.  That  ther 
was  no  foundation,  however,  for  such  a  construction;  an< 
unless  a  case  came  within  the  provisions  of  the  Ap 
portionment  Acts,  the  Court  would  not  direct  an  appoi 
tionment,  with  two  exceptions : — one  in  the  case  of  a 
income  for  the  maintenance  of  infants,  and  the  other  i 
that  of  married  women  living  separate  from  their  bus 
bands.  In  Rashleigh  v.  Master  (a)  it  was  held,  that  th 
dividends  of  stock  were  not  apportionable,  though,  if  th 
money  had  been  invested  in  land  instead  of  stock,  i 
might  have  been. 


Mr.  Smythe,  contra,  contended,  that  the  charity  bein| 
founded  for  the  support,  relief  and  maintenance  of  th 
master  and  the  five  poor  persons,  this  case  came  withii 
the  principle  of  the  rule  as  to  the  maintenance  of  in 
fants;  and  the  endowment  being  for  the  support  an* 
maintenance  of  the  successive  incumbents,  there  ough 
to  be  an  apportionment.  That  this  was  not  the  case  c 
an  annuity  granted  to  a  person  for  life,  but  a  case  wher 
a  master  had  an  .office  to  discharge,  and  a  provision  wa 
made  for  his  maintenance  and  support,  by  means  of  pro 
perty  of  which  the  body  corporate  was  the  trustee.  H 
cited  Haickinsv.  Kelly {h)\  Aynsleyy.  Wordsworth  {c). 

Ml 


(«)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  99. 
{h)  8  Vet,  308. 


(f)  2  Fe*.  4B-331. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 
Mr.  Howey  in  reply. 

The  Mabtbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  there  must  be  an  apportionment. 
The  question  does  not  rest  upon  the  general  ground  of 
cases  not  falling  within  the  provisions  of  the  Appor- 
tionment Acts,  but  comes  within  the  principle  of  the 
rule^  in  the  cases  of  infants  and  married  women  who 
have  no  other  support.     I  think  this  must  be  so,  from 
the  language  of  the  charter  itself.   Here  is  an  eleemosy- 
nary establishment,  the  funds  of  which  are  directed,  by 
the   statutes,  to  be  applied  for  the  support,  relief  and 
maintenance  of  five  poor  persons ;  which  upon  a  pro- 
per construction  of  the  letters  patent,  must  be  de  die 
in  diem,  for  if  it  were  otherwise,  the  almspeople  might 
be  unable  to  procure  sufficient  supplies  for  their  support 
during   portions  of  the  year,  in   consequence  of  the 
risk  which  those  who  supplied  them  would  run  of  not 
being  repaid.     For  if  they  could  not  recover  out  of  the 
fund  what  was  owing  for  supplies,  they  would  be  de- 
prived of  payment  altogether. 

The  same  principle,  I  think,  applies  to  the  master  as 
to  the  five  poor  persons,  and  therefore  there  must  be  an 
apportionment  of  the  dividends  between  the  present  and 
the  representatives  of  the  late  master.  The  costs  of  this 
petition  must  come  not  out  of  the  fund  itself,  but  out  of 
the  half-year's  income,  and  the  residue  of  it  must  then 
be  apportioned. 
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Attorney- 
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1853. 


1862. 
Dec.  20. 

1863. 

Jan.  14. 

A  husbandry 
lease  of  cha- 
rity property 
for  ninety-nine 
years  at  a  fixed 
rent  cannot 
stand. 

In  the  case 
of  a  charity 
lease,  the 
burden  of 
proof  of  its 
fairness  lies  on 
the  lessee. 

A  lessee 
taking  a  lease 
of  property  be- 
longing to  a 
charity,  but 
without  notice 
of  that  fact, 
may  protect 
himself  as  a 
purchaser  for 
valuable  con- 
sideration, 
temble.       A 
lessee  of  cha- 
rity property 
held  to  have 
constructive 
notice  that  it 
was  trust  pro- 
perty, the  cir- 
cumstances 
rendering  it 
incumbent  on 
her  to  inquire 
as  to  the  les- 
sor's title. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  HALL. 

TN  1711,  Robert  Stephenson  conveyed  a  close  of 

dow,  with  a  cottage  and  corn-mill  thereon,  to  four  -» 
trustees,  in  trust  for  himself  for  life,  and  afterwards,  for -at. 
the  use  of  the  Nonconformist  Protestant  preachers,  foi 
the  time  being,  of  a  chapel  in  Beverley. 


In  1730,  the  trustees  demised  the  property  to  Birket  &  <9// 
for  ninety-nine  years,-  at  a  rent  of  4/.     No  notice  ap^:^  p. 
peared  on  the  lease  of  its  being  charity  property.     Bir"^^^ 
kett's  lease  became  vested  in  Mrs. /S/tcAney,  and  in  18(X^^^ 
she  agreed  to  surrender  the  old  lease,  which  had  thirtife^-tf 
years  to  run,  and   pay  300/.  on  having  a  new  leaa^B^ 
granted  to  her.    Accordingly,  by  an  indenture  of  the  6^C/ 
of  September,  1800,  and  made  between  the  seven  persocv 
therein  named  (who  were  different  persons  from   ibe 
lessors  in  the  lease  of  1730),  of  the  first  part,  Peter 
Feasty  described  as  of  Beverley,  nonconforming  Pro- 
testant preaching  minister  there,  of  the  second  part,  and 
Mrs.  Stickney,  of  the  third  part,  the  parties  of  the  first 
part,  with  the  consent  and  approbation  of  Peter  Feast^ 
demised  the  property,  described  as  containing  one-and- 
a-half  acres,  and  a  cottage  and  stable  thereon,  to  Mrs. 
Stickney  for  ninety-eight  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  4t 
And  it  was   agreed,  that  Mrs.  Stickney  should  have 
liberty  to   erect  such  buildings  thereon  as  should  be 
necessary;  and  that  at  the  end  of  the  term,  she  should 
be  at  liberty  to  remove    off  the  premises  such   build- 
ings as  were  then  standing  thereon,  and  also  such  othej 
buildings  as  she  should,  during  the  term,  erect  on  th 
premises. 


/ 
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It  appeared,  that  immediately  previous  to  this,  and 
on  the  SIst  of  Jiu/y,  1800,  the  heir  at  law  of  the  last 
snnriving  trustee  had  conveyed  the  property  in  fee  to 
seven  new  trustees,  to  hold  upon  the  trusts  originally 
declared,  and  Fecutj  the  minister,  was  a  party  to  the 
conveyance. 

This  information  and  bill,  filed  by  the  Attorney- 
Greneral  at  the  relation  of  the  present  minister  of  the 
chapel,  sought  to  set  aside  the  lease  of  1800.  The 
property  had  increased  in  value,  in  consequence  of  the 
improvement  of  the  neighbourhood,  and  the  erection 
of  houses  on  the  property,  and  it  was  alleged  (though 
not  distinctly  proved),  that  the  property  was  worth  100/. 
a  year  in  1800,  and  between  300/.  and  500/.  a  year  at 
the  present  time. 

Mr.  M.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Humphreys,  in  support  of 
the  information,  argued,  that  a  lease  for  ninety-nine 
years  of  charity  property  was  void,  and  secondly,  that 
the  lessee  had  either  actual  or  constructive  notice  of 
the  trusts  affecting  the  property. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Ellis,  and  Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr. 
J.  H.  Palmer,  for  the  Defendants,  who  claimed  under 
Mrs.  Stickney,  insisted  on  the  validity  of  the  lease,  and 
that  at  the  time  it  was  executed,  she  had  no  notice  that 
the  property  belonged  to  a  charity. 

Mr.  Cankrien,  for  the  trustees. 

The  following  authorities  were  relied  on:  Attorney^ 
General  v.  Lord  Hotham  (a);  Attorney-General  v.  Pil- 
grim, 

(a)  Turn.  ^  R.  209. 
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grim  (a);  Attomey-Generalyr.Foord{Jb)\  Attcmey-Ge 
neralv.  Green  {c)\  Attorney- General  v.  Owen{d);  At 
General      torney- General  v.  Griffiths  {e) ;    Attorney  ^General  \ 


Hall. 


Kerr  (/) ;  Attorney-General  v.  Brettingham  (g);  At^ 
tomey- General  v.  The  South  Sea  Company  (A);  A&i 
tomey- General  v.  Pargeter^i);    Attorney-General  w^  i 

Backhouse  (k) ;  Attorney-General  v.  Magwood{l)\  A^^     ^^Hl/ 
torney-General  y,   Brooke  (m);    Attorney- General  i^  v 

Morgan  (n) ;  «7biie«  v.  iSmiM  (o) ;  West  v.  Reid{p). 


in 


1863. 
Jan.  14.  y%g  Master  ©/"Me  Rolls. 

There  are  two  questions  in  this  case.  First,  wh^^  -^^e- 
ther  this  lease  was  an  improvident  one,  and  secondly  -^^^y> 
whether  the  lessee  had  notice  that  the  property  w^^  ^— "as 
charity  property. 

With  respect  to  the  first  question,  I  entertain  no  douB^  ^^^bt 
whatever,  that  this,  as  a  lease  of  charity  land,  if  made  ^  ^ 

a  lessee  cognizant  of  that  fact,  cannot  be  sustained 
this  Court. 

It  is  perfectly  true,  that  the  inadequacy  of  rent  is  not-- 
itself  sufficient  to  avoid  a  lease  of  charity  property,  unl 
it  be  excessive.  It  is  always,  however,  a  matter  to  be  coi 
sidered,  and  I  apprehend,  that  where  that  observation  ^ 

mad^ 

(a)  12  Beat?.  57;    2  Hall  ^  {h)  4Beavan,453. 

Tw,  186.  (0  6  Beavan,  150. 

(6)  6  Beavan,  288.  (k)  17  Ves.  283. 

(c)  6  Fes.  452.  (/)  18  Ves.  315. 

(d)  10  Fm.  555.  (iw)  18  Ff*.  319. 
(0  13  Ves.  565.  (n)  2  Russ.  306. 
(J)  2  Beavan,  420;  3  Beavan,  (o)  1  Hare,  55  ;  1  Phil.  244. 

425.  Ip)  2  Hare,  249. 

(g)  3  Beacen,  91. 
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-made  by  Lord  Eldon  and  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  the  inade-        1863. 
€}oacy  of  reot  was  the  only  ground  for  setting  aside  the 
lease.  In  this  case,  there  are  various  other  circumstances 
^^rhich  are    material    to  be  borne  in   mind.      In  the 
first  place,  it  is  apparently  nothing  more  than  a  mere 
liusbandry  lease  for   a  period    of  ninety-nine  years. 
nrhat  of  itself,  as   far  as  I   am   acquainted  with  the 
decisions,  makes  it  a  lease  which  this  Court  will  not 
lUlow  to  stand.     In  addition  to  that,  the  Court  must 
look  at  the  covenants  in  the  lease,  and  in  this,  there 
is    one  of  a    very  singular  description,  namely,  that 
'the  lessees  shall  be  entitled,  at  the  end  of  the  lease, 
to   take  away  any  buildings  they  may  have  put  upon 
t-he  land.    That  of  itself,  particularly  in  the  neighbour- 
hood of  a  town,  would  be   considered  an  exceedingly 
improvident  provision  in  a  lease.     It  is  not  necessary 
^o   go  through  the  authorities  upon  this  subject,  which 
^11   concur,  that  this,  as  a  lease  of  charity  land,  could 
*^ot  be  supported  in  this  Court.     The  cases  on  the 
subject  are  perfectly  clear  and  distinct,  and   in  the 
^^^«e  of  a  lease  of  charity  land,  the  Court  holds,  that 
^*^^  burden  of  proof  lies  upon  the  lessee  to  prove  that 
^^  is  a  proper  lease. 

Seing  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  lease,  which  was 
^  lease  of  this  property  for  ninety-nine  years  at  a  rent 
^f  41.,  with  a  covenant,  by  which  all  the  buildings  might 
"«  taken  away  at  the  conclusion  of  the  lease,  was  not 
^   provident  lease,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  if  the  lessee, 
^t  the  time  she  took  the  lease,  was  aware  that  it  was 
charity  property,  it  is  not  a  lease  which  can  be  supported. 
1  thbk  the  fact  that  there  was  300Z.  paid  as  a  premium, 
and  that  there  was  also  a  surrender  of  another  lease, 
which  had  then  thirty  years  to  run,  would  not  affect  the 
question,  because,  in  the  first  place,  a  premium  of  300^ 
would  not  be  sufficient,  in  my  opinion,  upon  the  evi- 
dence 
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1863. 


dence  which  is  before  me,  to  show,  that  this  woald  I^H 
a  proper  and  provident  lease ;  nor  would  the  siirreiid«» 
of  the  prior  lease  affect  the  question,  for  if  the  le 
had  notice  that  this  was  charity  property,  she  knew  the 
the  prior  lease  of  a  similar  description  was  invalid, 
could  not,  therefore,  be  taken  into  account,  as  iner 
ing  the  consideration. 


The  next  question  to  be  considered  is  that  of  notice 
because,  undoubtedly,  if  the  lessee  took  this  land  witk= 
out  any  knowledge  whatever  that  the  lessors  had  an]!^ 
thing  but  the  absolute  fee  simple,  and  the  power  c^ 
disposing  of  it  as  they  thought  fit,  I  should,  as  at  pr^ 
sent  advised,  unless  I  had  some  strong  authorities  t^ 
show  me  that  the  Court  was  compelled  to  set  aside 
lease  of  that  description,  hold,  that  the  lessee  waa 
purchaser  pro  tanto  for  valuable  consideration  withoi^ 
notice,  and  entitled  to  maintain  that  lease  (a),  unless 
the  lessees  could  be  put  in  exactly  the  same  situation 
they  were  in  at  the  time  the  lease  was  granted,  whicZi 
here  would  evidently  be  impossible* 


The  question  here  is,  whether  the  lessee  had  notice 
that  this  was  charity  property,  and  I  am  of  opinion 
that  she  had.  The  state  of  the  case  was  this: — A 
lease  had  been  granted  of  this  property  in  1730,  for 
ninety- nine  years.  Elizabeth  Stickney  was  the  per- 
son, who,  under  the  various  assignments  or  devolu- 
tion of  title,  had  become  the  absolute  owner  of  that 
lease,  such  as  it  was.  She  applied  or  was  applied 
to  (and  it  is  immaterial  for  the  purpose  of  my  present 
observations  to  inquire  which)  to  surrender  that  lease, 
and  to  have  a  new  one  granted  for  ninety-nine  years, 
at  the  same  rent,  paying  a  premium.  Now  the  lessors, 
in  the  lease  of  September,   1800,  are  none   of  them 

the 

(a)  See  Attorney-General  v.  WilkinSf  post. 
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the  lessors  of  the  original  lease,  and  she  would,  in  my  1853. 
opinion,  as  every  person  would  do,  naturally  inquire, 
what  right  these  persons  had  to  grant  a  lease.  A 
person  who  has  taken  a  lease  from  A.  B.,  does  not 
afterwards,  when  that  lease  expires  or  is  surrendered, 
take  a  lease  from  C.  2).,  without  seeing  what  title  C  D. 
has  to  the  property  from  A.  B.  Here  is  a  lease  granted 
in  1730,  for  ninety-nine  years,  of  which  thirty  years 
being  unexpired,  seven  gentlemen,  none  of  them  being 
the  original  lessors,  offer  to  grant  a  new  lease  for  ninety- 
nine  years  upon  the  surrender  of  the  old.  It  is  obvious, 
that  the  first  question  which  the  lessee  must  ask,  and 
is  bound  to  ask,  is,  what  title  have  you  to  grant  any  such 
lease  ?  because  it  would  naturally  follow  from  the  first 
lease,  without  inquiring  into  the  title  of  the  lessors, 
that  the  surviving  lessors,  or  the  heir  at  law  of  the 
surviving  lessor,  would  be  the  persons  to  grant  that 
lease.  It  appears  accordingly,  by  a  deed  which  is 
produced  in  evidence,  that,  six  weeks  previously,  that 
is,  on  the  31st  of  Jultfy  1800,  Mr.  Author y  the  heir 
of  the  surviving  lessor,  conveyed  this  property  to  the 
new  lessors.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  lessee  was 
necessarily  put  upon  inquiry,  and  was  bound  to  in- 
quire, how  the  title  of  the  original  lessors  was  con- 
veyed to  the  new  lessors,  so  as  to  justify  her  in  sur- 
rendering the  lease  to  them.  If  so,  she  must  have 
been  told,  that  there  was  a  conveyance  from  the  heir 
of  the  surviving  lessor  to  these  lessors.  A  convey- 
ance was  accordingly  made,  about  six  weeks  prior  to 
this  time,  and  most  probably  for  the  purpose  of  this 
very  transaction.  Upon  looking  at  that  deed,  I  find 
it  states  the  trust,  in  full  and  explicit  terms. 

This  itself  would  be  sufficient  to  fix  her  with  notice 
of  the  trust ;  but  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  case  does  not 
rest  there.     A  person  does  not  take  land  from  mere 

strangers 
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1853.  strangers  out  of  possession,  professing  to  grant  a  lease, 
without  knowing  that  they  have  some  right  to  grant  it  ;^ 
for  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  lessee  herself  was  ia 
possession  of  the  whole  of  this  property  under  the  ori- 
ginal lease ;  so  that,  independently  of  the  conveyance 
from  the  heir  of  the  snrviving  lessor,  there  was  not  even 
a  prima  fade  title  in  the  new  lessors.  In  addition  to 
that,  Mr.  Feast,  the  dissenting  minister  of  Severley,  is 
made  a  consenting  though  not  a  demising  party  to  this 
lease.  The  natural  observation  is,  why  was  he  made 
a  consenting  party  to  this  lease  ?  It  must  have  been 
in  respect  of  some  interest  that  he  had.  The  lessee 
would  ask,  why  do  you  make  a  mere  stranger  to  as- 
sent in  your  lease?  The  answer  is,  that  he  has  an 
interest  in  the  property.  What  interest?  Why,  an 
interest  as  the  dissenting  minister  of  Beverley  for  the 
time  being,  for  whose  benefit  this  trust  was  created. 
The  natural  inference  (as  this  was  done  by  interlinea- 
tion, the  deed  resembling  the  former  deed  in  all  par- 
ticulars, except  the  introduction  of  this  person)  is,  that 
the  lessee,  requiring  the  lessors  to  show  how  they  were 
entitled  to  grant  the  renewed  lease,  and  to  accept  a 
surrender  of  the  old  one,  saw,  or  had  notice  of  the  deed 
from  Mr.  Author  to  them,  and  consequently  perceived, 
that  it  would  not  be  safe  to  enter  into  the  arrangement, 
unless  the  cestui  que  trust  of  the  property  bound  him- 
self, so  far  as  he  was  concerned,  not  to  disturb  the 
matter;  and  no  doubt  the  effect  of  his  joining  was,  that 
he  personally  could  not  have  complained  of  this  trans- 
action, because  he  would  have  been  estopped  by  his 
consent  to  the  demise.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that 
the  lessee  must  be  presumed  to  have  known  what  in- 
terest the  lessors  and  the  person  who  consented  to  the 
demise  and  joined  in  the  deed  had  in  the  property. 
If  so,  there  is  distinct  notice  of  what  the  trusts  were 
which  affected  it. 

But 
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!I3at  even  if  tbe  lessee  in  this  case  really  did  choose  1863. 
t.o  ^ake  a  lease  from  mere  strangers  out  of  possession, 
-w^i^li  the  consent  of  a  dissenting  minister,  without 
Icn  owing  anything  of  their  interest  in  the  property,  I 
'think  this  so  improbable,  that  I  must,  in  the  absence 
of*  dear  evidence  to  this  effect,  hold,  that  the  lessee  did 
^ivhat  she  was  bound  to  do,  namely,  inquire  into  the 
st.a.t«  and  title  of  the  property,  and  that  she  is  there- 
foi-e  affected  by  notice.  If  she  made  no  inquiry,  she 
■XI  ust  be  treated  in  the  same  way  as  if  she  really  did 
Icx^ftow  the  exact  state  of  the  property,  at  the  time 
the  lease  was  taken,  and  which  I  have  no  doubt  was 
the   feet. 

I   am  of  opinion  that  this  lease  cannot  stand.     It  must 
KCt  aside,  and  there  must  be  an  account  of  the  rents 
the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  information. 
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1863. 


Jan.  21,  22. 

A  trust  for 
sale  of  real 
estate  held  not 
to  authorize  a 
mortgage. 

Real  estate 
was  conveyed 
to  trustees 
upon  trust  to 
"  sell  and  dis- 
pose" thereof, 
and,  out  of  the 
money  to 
arise,  "  levy, 
raise  and  pay, 
two  sums  of 
150/.  and 
1000/.,  and 
invest  the  re- 
sidue of  the 
monies  to 
arise,  for  the 
husband  and 
wife  for  their 
lives,  and  af- 
terwards for 
their  children, 
and,  iu  de- 
fault, as  the 
wife  should 
appoint  by 
will.     Held, 
that  the  trus- 
tees were  not 
justified  in 
raising  these 
two  sums  by 
mortgage,  in- 
asmuch as  a 
conversion  of 
the  estate  into 
money,  out 
and  out,  was 
intended. 


PAGE  r.  COOPER. 
rpHIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  a  genei 


1 


demurrer  to  a  bill,  which  stated  as  follows : 


In  1832,  on  the  marriage  of  Frederick  Cooper 
Hannah  Steward^  a  settlement  was  executed,  by  whi( 
it  was  agreed,  that  two-thirds  of  an  estate  to  which  si 
was  entitled  should  he  conveyed  to  three  trustees,  u; 
trust  that  they  ''  should,  as  and  when  it  should  to  the 
or  him  seem  meet,  sell  and  dispose  of  the  said  leases 
and  out  of  the  monies  to  arise  from  such  sales,  pay 
costs ;  and,  in  the  next  place,  ''  levy,  raise  and  pa; 
debts  of  Hannah  Steward,  not  exceeding  1507.;  ai 
"  should  also  levy  and  raise  such  sum  of  money,  n^ 
exceeding  1,000/.,  as  Frederick  Cooper  should"  dii 
and  pay  it  to  him ;  "  and,  subject  to  the  raising  a; 
payment  of  the  several  sums  thereinbefore  mentioned- 
should  lay  out  and  invest  all  the  residue  of  the  mon( 
from  such  sale  or  sales,"  upon  security,  and  shoul 
stand  possessed  thereof,  in  trust,  for  the  wife  for  li 
and  as  to  a  moiety  for  the  husband  for  life,  and  then  f( 
the  children.     In  default  of  children  (which  happened 
Hannah  Steward  had  a  power  of  appointing  the  "  tru^ 
monies,  funds,  and  securities,"  by  will. 

The  estate  was  accordingly  conveyed  in  1836,  and 
Hannah  Cooper,  by  her  will,  appointed  the  trust  funds 
to  her  executors,  upon  trust,  out  of  the  trust  monies, 
estates,  funds,  and  securities,  to  raise  2,000/.  for  her 
husband ;  and  she  gave  her  husband  a  life  interest  in 
the  residue,  with  remainder  over  to  five  other  persons. 

She 


id 
ot 

t, 
d 

d 
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She  died  without  issue  in  1837.  By  an  indenture  of  1853. 
he  4tb  of  June,  1839,  and  made  between  the  trustees 
>f  the  settlement  of  the  first  part,  Frederick  Cooper  of 
the  second  part,  the  executors  of  the  third  part,  and 
CJhazemore  (a  mortgagee)  of  the  fourth  part,  after  re- 
citiDg  the  above  matters,  and  that  Frederick  Cooper 
had  directed  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  to  raise  the 
l»O002.  for  him;  and  that  the  executors  had  required 
^e  immediate  payment  of  the  2,000/.  to  enable  them  to 
discharge  the  legacy  of  2,000/.  given  to  the  husband ; 
^^id  also  reciting,  that  the  trustees  of  the  settlement, 
considering  that  an  immediate  sale  of  the  hereditaments 
'  'Would  be  inexpedient  to  the  parties  beneficially  in- 
ei^ested  therein,"  had  requested  CAasemore  to  advance 
»»O102.  on  mortgage ;  it  was  witnessed,  that  the  trustees 
oi3¥eyed  the  hereditaments  to  CAeuemore  for  a  term 
■f  fiOO  years,  subject  to  redemption  on  repayment  of 
,010/. 

CAasemore^s  mortgage  afterwards  became  vested  in 
^e  Plaintiff  Page,  who  filed  this  bill,  stating  the  above 
^^^tiers;  and  further  stating,  that  the  Defendants  pre- 
^oded,  that  the  said  indenture  of  settlement  of  the  26th 
^^y  of  September,  1832,  authorized  only  a  sale  of  the  real 
vtmtes  therein  comprised,  and  did  not  authorize  a  mort* 
><^e  thereof;  and  that  the  execution  by  the  said  JoAn 
G»&,   TAomeu  Cooper,  and  James  Wkite,  of  the  in- 
denture of  mortgage,  was  a  breach  of  trust,  and  that 
^e  Defendants  made  other  objections  to  the  validity 
of  the  Plaintiff's   mortgage    security.      The   Plaintiff 
charged  the  contrary,  and  prayed  repayment  of  the 
itmount  due,  or  a  foreclosure  against  all  parties  in- 
terested. 

To  this  bill,  some  of  the  parties  claiming  under  the 

will 
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will  (but  not  Frederick  Cooper)^  filed  a  general  ^^" 


murrer. 


Cooper.  Mr.  Roupell  and    Mr.  Haynes,   in   support   of 

demurrer.     It  is  settled,  that  an  absolute  trust  for  8€ 
where  there  is  an  intention  to  convert  out  and  out,  d- 
not  authorize  a  mortgage,  Haldenhy  v.  Spofforth  Q 
It  is  different  when  the  object  is  to  raise  a  charge  I 
still  preserve  the  estate.     The  distinction  is  well 
plained  by  Lord  St.  Leonards^  in  Stroughillv.  Ansteyi 
He  says, ''  My  own  opinion  is,  that,  generally  speakii 
a  power  of  sale  out  and  out,  for  a  purpose,  or  with 
object  beyond  the  raising  of  a  particular  charge,  dc 
not  authorize  a  mortgage;    but  that,  where  it  is 
raising  a  particular  charge,  and  the  estate  itself  is 
tied  or  devised  subject  to  that  charge,  there  it  may 
proper,  under  the  circumstances,  to  raise  the  money 
mortgage,  and  the  Court  will  support  it  as  a  condition 
sale,  as  something  within  the  power,  and  as  a  prop 
mode  of  raising  the  money." 

A  mortgage  might  be  extremely  prejudicial  to  tl 
parties  interested,  for  an  estate  mortgaged  for  much  le 
than  its  value  might  be  lost  by  foreclosure,  if  the  pa : 
ties  should   be  unable  to   redeem  it  within    the  ticn^  '^^ 
limited  by  the  decree. 

The  Plaintiff  may  have  a  right  to  stand  in  the  place 
of  Frederick  Cooper,  but  he  has  no  right  absolutely  to 
foreclose  the  Defendants. 

They  also  commented  on  Mills  v.  Banks  (c),  and 
Bally.  Harris (d). 

Mr. 

(tf)  1  Beav,  390.  (c)  3  P.  Wms,  1. 

(6)  1  De  Gex,  M.  if  G,  645.  {d)  4  MyL  4  Cr.  264. 
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IVfr.  It.  Palmer  and  Mr.  6r.  S.  Law,  contrd.     It  is        1853. 
too  much  to  say,  that  a  trust  for  sale  in  no  case  jus- 
tifies a   mortgage.     It  is  matter  of  discretion.     Lord 
S/.  JLeonards  so  lays  it  down  in  Stroughill  v.  An8tey{a)\ 
he  observes:  "  It  ought,  I  think,  to  be  considered,  that 
in  a  case  where  trustees  have  a  legal  estate,  and  are  to 
perform  a  particular  trust  through  the  medium  of  a  sale, 
although  a  direction  for  a  sale  does  not  properly  autho- 
rize a  mortgage;  yet,  where  the  circumstances  would 
justify  the  raising  of  the  particular  charge  by  a  mort- 
gage, it  must  be,  in  some  measure,  in  the  discretion  of 
the  Court,  whether  it  will  sanction  that  particular  mode 
or  not.   It  may  be  the  saving  of  an  estate,  and  the  most 
discreet  thing  that  can  be  done  ;  and  as  the  legal  estate 
^^ould  go,  and  as  the  purposes  of  the  trust  would  be 
satisfied,  I  think  it  impossible  for  the  Court  to  lay 
^o^D,  that  in  every  case  of  a  trust  for  sale  to  raise  par- 
tioiilarsum8,a  mortgage  might  not,  under  circumstances, 
*>e  justified." 

Frederick  Cooper  having  required  the  immediate  pay- 
''^^nt  of  his  3,000/.,  the  trustees,  who  had  power  to 
*  levy  and  raise,"  did  not  act  improperly  by  creating  a 
^^ortgage.    They  were  even  justified  in  making  a  tem- 
I^rary  charge,  though  the  estate  would  ultimately  have 
to  be  converted  out  and  out.  But  even  if  the  mortgage  was 
^ot  a  proper  mode  of  raising  the  money,  still  the  produce 
vaa  properly  applied,  and,  until  repayment,  the  legal  es- 
tate cannot  be  taken  from  the  Plaintiff.   He  has  a  right 
^  stand  in  the  place  of  Cooper^  who  has  received  the 
fl^Dey,  and  is  entitled  to  a  sale.     The  bill  prays  a  fore- 
cloiare;    but,  under  the  recent  act  (15  &  16  Vict.  c. 
^1 8. 48),  the  Court  may,  on  this  bill,  direct  a  sale.    It 

cannot, 

(a)  I  Be  Gei,  M.^G.  642. 
▼OL.  XVI.  D  D 
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1863.       cannot,  therefore,  be  said,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entit^ 
to  no  relief. 


Cooper.  ^t  all  events,  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  have  leave 

amend  his  bill. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  a  mortgage  of  the  property" 
not  authorized.  It  is  obvious,  on  looking  at  the  marria 
articles,  that  the  trusts  on  which  the  property  was  to 
conveyed  to  the  trustees,  were  not  simply  to  raise 
ticular  sums,  for  accomplishing  which  purpose  a  po^ 
of  sale  was  given,  but  the  trusts  were  to  sell  and  convfl 
out  and  out,  and  then  apply  the  money  in  differ 
ways— one  of  which  was  to  pay  Frederick  Cooper^ 
sum  of  1,000/.  I  think  this  case  comes  strictly  witlw 
the  instance  pointed  out  by  Lord  St.  Leonards^  aK^ 
that  this  is  not  a  case,  in  which  the  trust  is  for  the  pirn  ^ 
pose  of  raising  a  particular  charge  and  a  power  of  saA 
is  added  for  that  purpose,  in  which  case  it  may  be  satis- 
fied by  a  mortgage  of  the  estate,  but  it  is  a  trust  for  tie^ 
absolute  sale  and  conversion  of  the  property. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  mortgage  is  not  authorized, 
and  I  must  allow  the  demurrer;  but  I  must  give 
liberty  to  amend  the  bill.  I  am  clear,  on  the  authority 
of  Palk  V.  Lord  Clinton  (a),  that  assuming  the  Plaintiff 
to  be  entitled  to  relief  against  Frederick  Cooper^  he 
could  not,  upon  a  bill  for  foreclosure,  be  entitled  to  dis- 
tinct and  different  relief.  I  am  not,  however,  deter- 
mining whether  he  is  or  not  entitled  to  any  relief 
against  the  other  Defendants. 


Allow  the  demurrer,  and  let  the  Plaintiff  have  liberty 
to  amend. 

(a)  12  r«.  48. 
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MEADOWS  V.  MEADOWS. 

Jan.  21. 
T^N  1843,  and  under  the  will  of  a  testator,  the  Burg-  A,  B.,  a  tenant 
^     hersh  estate  stood  limited  to  Rust  (a)  Meadows  for  ^  In  «ilring 
life,  with  remainder  to  his  eldest  son  John  Meadows,  in  li^  esute.bor- 
t:ail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  brothers  of  John  Mea-  ^i^mottgBffl, 

biotas  (of  whom  there  were  several)  in  succession  in  tail  !"^,.*j*®.  ^^»»"* 

-  .  ,  .    J  ^ ,  '  ">r  life  joined 

znale,  with  remainder  to  Charles  Meadows  (the  nephew  in  order  to  bar 

of  Hust  Meadows)  in  tail.  {J^^  entail,and 

^  be  covenanted 

to  pay  tbe  in- 

T  z.      "mjt    J  1-  •        J     •  r       •  •  r  tereat  during 

m/onn  meadows^  being  desirous  ot  raismg  a  sum  of  jjjg  ^f^^      * 

snoney  to  purchase  an  advowson,  applied  to  his  cousin  J^^^^JJ*"® 
4DhaTles  Meadows  (the  family  solicitor),  and   he  pro-  equity  of  re- 

^zured  a  loan  from  a  client.     Application  was  made  by  ^®"lPf*?*  ^** 
42harles  Meadows^  on  behalf  of  John  Meadows,  to  Must  A.  B.  for  life, 

UldeadowSy  the  tenant  for  life,  to  join  in  the  mortgage,  J^^  to^i^g**"" 

%oth  to  bar  the  entail,  and  to  covenant  to  pay  the  interest  i^ue »"  *&»!» 

during  his  life,  and  he  consented  thereto.  tions  over. 

The  Court,  ten 
years  after- 
Accordingly,  a  deed  was  executed,  by  Rust  Meadows  wards,  set 

mnd  John  Meadows,  bearing  date  the  13th  of  November,  ^^J^^^^^ 

11843.  It  recited,  that  Rust  Meadows,  the  tenant  for  life,  tbe  equity  of 

"liad  agreed  to  consent  and  covenant  as  after  mentioned,  the^ground '  °" 

mipon  the  property  beinff  limited  to  the  uses  after  men-  ^^^^  there  wai 
.  ^     ^      '^  ^  ^  ^       noproofofany 

tioned ;  and  then  John  Meadows  s  estate  tail  in  remain-  contract  to 

Jer  expectant  on  the  death  of  his  father,  which  was  en-  7*5^  *Jl®  ?*"  * 
'  ^  istmg  limita- 

larged  into  a  fee,  was  thereby  conveyed,  in  the  first  place,  tions. 
to  secure  the  mortgage,  and  the  equity  of  redemption  was 
then  limited  to  the  YX^miiS  John  Meadows  for  life,yf\i\i 

remainder 


{a)  Tbe  christian  names  are  slightly  varied  to  prevent  confusion. 
D  d2 
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1853. 

Meadows 

V, 

Meadows. 


remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  with 
mainder  to  his  daughters  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  r 
the  uses  of  the  testator's  will  subsequent  to  the  devi^ 
in  favour  of  the  sons  of  Rust  Meadows  and  their  issu* 
The  deed  contained  no  powers  of  jointuring,  or  for  pre 
viding  portions  for  younger  children;  and  it  appointee 
Charles  Meadows  and  others  protectors  of  the  settles 
ment. 


The  effect  of  this  settlement  was,  to  cut  down  the  ( 
tate  tail  of  John  Meadows  to  a  life  estate,  and  settle  tic 
estate  on  his  issue  in  tail,  and  it  excluded  his  brotheM^ 
and  their  issue  in  favour  of  Charles  Meadows,  the  ult^d 
mate  remainder-man  under  the  original  will. 


The  Plaintiff,  John  Meadows,  filed  this  bill  in  185 
seeking  thereby  (subject  to  the  mortgage),  to  &• 
aside  the  resettlement,  on  the  ground  that  it  h 
never  been  authorized,  and  that  it  had  been  prepan 
either  fraudulently,  or  frofn  a  gross  misapprehensioc" 
and  had  been  executed  by  the  Plaintiff,  in  ignorance  ^ 
its  true  purport  and  effect. 

It  was  not  disputed,  that  the  brothers  and  their  iss 
had  been  excluded  by  mistake,  and  this  the  Defenda 
offered  to  rectify ;  but  it  was  insisted,  that  the  Plaintr 
father  had  contracted  for  a  resettlement  of  the  estate 
the  price  of  his  concurring  in  barring  the  entail  and  cov( 
nanting  for  the  payment  of  the  interest  on  the  mortgag  ^ 
during  his  life. 

Evidence  was  entered  into,  and,  amongst  other  docu- 
ments, the  journal  of  Charles  Meadows  &  Co.  (the 
solicitors  who  prepared  the  deed)  was  produced,  in 
which  there  was  the  following  entry: — "  Instructions  for 
mortgage  and  settling  the  estate  to  the  same  uses  as  it  is 

now 
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now  subject  to— 6s.  8rf."  In  the  bill  of  costs,  the  entry 
under  date  the  13th  SeptemheVy  1843,  varied,  and  was — 
"Instructions  for  deed  to  bar  the  entail  and  resettle  the 
estate^  subject  to  the  mortgage — 13*.  4d." 

The  attesting  witnesses  stated,  that  the  deed  had  been 
executed  without  having  been  read  over  or  explained. 

The  Defendant,  Charles  Meadows^  submitted  to  a  de- 
cree, and  the  only  question  was  as  to  destroying  the  in- 
terest of  the  PlaintiflTs  child. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Amphlett,  for  the  Plaintiff,  cited 
JHoghton  v.  Hoghton  (a). 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  R.  W.  Moore^  for  the  De- 
fendant Charles  Meadows, 

Mr.  Waller^  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Martindale,  for  the  infant  child  of  John  Meadows, 
"^vho  was  first  tenant  in  tail  under  the  deed,  cited  JBun- 
^ury  V.  Lloyd  (J). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  deed  cannot  stand.  The 
case,  which  in  many  respects  is  painful,  is,  that  the 
Plaintiff,  in  1843,  being  desirous  of  raising  a  sum  of 
money  by  mortgage,  for  the  purpose  of  buying  an  ad- 
vowson,  gave  instructions  for  this  purpose  to  a  relation, 
who  was  also  the  family  solicitor.  Upon  the  best  consi- 
deration I  can  give  the  subject,  my  opinion  is,  that  the 

instructions 


(a)  15  Beav.  278. 


(6)  1  Jon.  4  L.  638. 
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instructions  given  for  the  preparation  of  this  deed  ai 
accurately  described  in  the  journal,  and  that  they  wei 
^^  to  prepare  a  mortgage  and  to  leave  the  estate  settled 

Meadows,     the  same  limitations  as  it  was  then  subject  to.     In 

bill  of  costs,  the  expression  is  not  the  same ;  but  ir 
appears  to  me,  that  the  reasonable  inference  is,  that  thK 
is  the  correct  statement  of  the  instructions  given. 

No  person  should  be  bound  by  a  deed,  unless  he  knc 
or  had  a  fair  opportunity  of  understanding  its  natu 
and  operation  before  he  executed  it.    The  Court  woul 
expect,  that  where  existing  limitations  are  to  be  altered* 
the  matter  should  be  explained,  in  a  clear  manner,  r 
the  person  whose  estate  is  to  be  affected.      Here  oh 
instructions  in  writing  were  given  either  by  Rust  Me 
dows  or  John  Meadows,  or  by  the  solicitor  to  the  Co 
veyancer  who  prepared  this  deed.    The  oral  instr 
tions,  by  whomsoever  given,  are  such  as  these : — "  Pr 
pare  a  mortgage  and  resettle  the  estate  to  the  same  lio 
tations."     In  addition  to  this,  the  evidence  is  extreme^ 
unsatisfactory  in  showing  that  Must  Meadows  gave  ar 
instructions  at  any  time.     It  appears  from  the  evident 
of  Charles  Meadows,  that  certain  instructions  were  give 
by  John  Meadows  in  the  presence  of  the  father,  but 
think  the  father  had  very  little  knowledge  of  what  wi 
to  be  done,  until  he  was  asked  to  covenant  to  pay  tE 
money.     Mr.  Rouse,  who  prepared  the  deed,  in  a  ma 
ginal  note,  called  the  attention  of  the  solicitor  to  it.  Th 
evidence  entirely  fails  to  show  that  any  instructions  wei 
given  for  the  resettlement,  or  that  any  explanation 

the  contents  of  the  deed  was  given  to  Rust  Meadow^ ' ' 

or  to  the  PldiniiS  John  Meadows,  before  the  deed  we 
executed ;  and  in  a  conversation,  Charles  Meadows  ac 
mits  that  to  be  the  fact.     On  the  whole  of  the  evidenc*-^ 
I  am  not  satisfied,  that  the  Plaintiff  knew  what  the  coi 
tents  of  the  deed  were,  until  long  afterwards,  and  I  thic 
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that  he  must  have  supposed  that  the  effect  of  the  deed 
vrus  simply  to  create  a  mortgage  without  touching  the 
existing  limitations  of  the  estate. 

The  whole  matter  was  conducted  in  a  most  careless 
manner ;  verbal  instructions  were  given  to  the  solicitor, 
who  gave  verbal  instructions  to  his  partner,  who  verbally 
instructed  counsel.  Marginal  notes  were  made  by 
counsel  on  the  draft,  all  of  which  were  disregarded, 
and  all  the  parties,  at  the  time  of  execution,  were  igno- 
rant of  the  provisions  of  the  deed ;  all  they  knew  was, 
that  a  good  mortgage  was  created,  and  this  was  all  that 
they  meant  to  effect  In  this  state  of  the  case,  I  feel 
satisfied,  that  according  to  the  principles  and  doctrines 
of  this  Court,  this  deed  cannot,  as  regards  the  resettle- 
^^eui  of  the  property,  bind  persons  so  ignorant  of  what 
^cy  were  doing. 

The  usual  practice  is,  on  the  execution  of  a  deed,  for 
^e  solicitor  either  to  read  or  explain  it  to  the  persons 
^'ho  have  to  execute  it,  or  the  Solicitor  informs  them, 
^at  the  deed  is  in  accordance  with  some  draft  or  copy 
Previously  explained  or  submitted  to  them,  and  the 
Parties  themselves,  in  these  matters,  usually  trust  their 
Mlidtor.    In  this  case  neither  of  these  things  was  done. 

I  am  also  of  opinion,  that  there  was  no  stipulation  on 
^  part  of  the  father,  on  his  joining  in  the  covenant,  for 
^  resettlement  of  the  estate.  The  deed  must  therefore  be 
^  aside,  so  far  as  the  limitations  vary  from  those  in 
^wiU  of  the  testator,  and  the  Defendant  Charles  Mea- 
^om  must  pay  the  costs. 
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^   Ob 


1852. 
Nov,  24. 
Dec.  1, 2. 

1853. 
Jan,  27. 

il.  fi.  makes  a 
mortgage  in 
fee,  and  dies 
intestate  and 
without  heirs. 
Held,  that  the 
equity  of  re- 
demption does 
not  escheat  to 
the  Crown,  but 
belongs  to  the 
mortgagee, 
subject  to  the 
debts. 

A,  B,  died 
in  1831,  intes- 
tate and  with- 
out heirs, 
having  mort- 
gaged his  es- 
tate in  fee. 
Held,  that  the 
mortgagee 
could  not,  in 
1852,  make  a 
good  title  to 
the  fee ;  for, 
although  he 
took  the 
equity  of  re- 
demption as 
against  the 
Crown,  yet  he 
held  it  subject 
to  A.  B.'s 
debts,  and 
there  was  no 
proof  of  their 
oaving  been 
ntiffied. 

Obierva- 
th« 

ofVit- 

Downe 
Jiorru,  3 
tn,394. 


BEALE  V.  SYMONDS. 

q^HOMAS  COWLEY  was  the  executor  of  Sat 
Ecklee.    In  March ^  1830,  the  property  in  quest- 
was  sold  and  conveyed  to  Cowley  for  615/.,  subject  to- 
outstanding  mortgage   in  fee  for  800/.      Nothing 
peared  on  the  conveyance  to  show  that  Cowley  I 
purchased  otherwise  than  on  his  own  account. 

Cowley,  who  was  illegitimate,  died  without  heirs  ^b- 
intestate  in   December ,    1831,  and   administration 
bonis  non  of  the  estate  of  Sarah  Ecklee  was  tbereup^ 
granted  to  Eliazbeth  Allard. 

An  indenture,  dated  the  12th  of  August,  1834, 
made  between  Ainsworth   and  Detherige,  (the  mc^ 
gagees),  of  the  first  part,  Elizabeth  Allard  of  the  secc^ 
part,  and  Samuel  Beale,  a  purchaser,  of  the  third  pas- 
whereby,  after  reciting  the  will  of  Sarah  Ecklee,  and  t! 
Thomas  Cowley  was  the  sole  executor  thereof;  that 
had  died  intestate,  and  that  the  615/.  paid  by  him 
March,  1830,  was  not  liis  proper  money,  but  that  fc- 
purchase  was  made  on  behalf  of  and  with  part  of  t:^ 
money  belonging  to  the  estate  of  Sarah  Ecklee,  a 
that  by  accident  or  neglect,  he  did  not,  in  his  lifetic 
execute  any  declaration  of  trust,  Ainsworth  and  Detd 
rige,  with  the  concurrence  of  Elizabeth  Allard,  cc^ 
veyed  the  estate  to  Beale  in  fee. 

Beale  died  in  1840,  and  his  representatives  havi  ^ 
sold  the  property,  the  question  was,  whether  under  t-  ^ 
circumstances  they  could  make  a  good  title  to  it?    T**- 
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faster  was  of  opinion  that  they  could  not,  and  ex-        1853. 
leptions  were  taken  to  his  finding. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  SAapter,  for  the  vendors,  in 
upport  of  the  exceptions.  First,  Cowley  is  proved  to 
lave  purchased  as  a  trustee  under  the  will  of  Sarah 
^klee,  and  the  whole  interest  passed  by  the  conveyance 
rom  Eizabelh  Allard  (her  administratrix  de  bonis  non) 

0  Beale.    But  secondly,  if  he  had  any  beneficial  interest 

1  this  property,  it  is  proved  that  he  was  illegitimate, 
nd  that  he  died  without  heirs.  His  interest  therefore 
1  the  estate  did  not  escheat  to  the  Crown;  it  became  ex-, 
inguished  in  the  estate  of  the  mortgagees,  and  passed 
rom  them  to  BeaU  by  their  conveyance  in  1834.  Es- 
heat  is  a  feudal  doctrine,  and  so  long  as  there  is  a 
sgal  tenant  there  can  be  no  escheat.  In  either  way  a 
;ood  title  is  shown. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Hoare,  contra^  argued,  first,  that 
here  was  no  sufficient  evidence  of  Cowley  being  a  mere 
rustee  ;  secondly,  that  there  was' not  sufficient  evidence 
f  his  being  illegitimate;  thirdly,  they  argued,  at  great 
sngth,  that  Burgess  v.  Wheate  (a)  did  not  govern  the 
ase  of  an  equity  of  redemption,  which,  upon  the  death 
if  the  owner  without  heirs,  escheated  to  the  Crown  ;  and 
ourthly,  that  if  the  equity  of  redemption  did  not  escheat, 
»ut  merged  in  the  estate  of  the  mortgagees,  still  it  was, 
n  their  hands,  assets  for  the  payment  and  satisfaction  of 
Rowley's  debts  and  engagements,  which  his  adminis- 
rator,  when  appointed,  would  be  bound  to  see  paid. 

Mr.  Roypellf  in  reply. 

Burgess 

(a)  1  Eden,  177. 
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1863.  Burgess  v.    Wheate  (a) ;    Burton  v.   HodsoU  (Jb)  ;  ^ 

Henchman  v.  Attorney-  General  (c) ;  ViscouDt  Downe  ?.  —  ^ 

Morris  (d) ;  Davall  v.  New  River  Company  {e) ;  Jones  -^t* 

V.  Jones  (/) ;    Gordon  v.   Gordon  (g) ;  Middleton  v.  —  ^ 

Spicer  (/O  ;  Wilmot  v.  PiAe  (i) ;  Fawcet  v.  Lowther{Jk) ;  ^ 

TTa/A^  y.  Denne  (/)  ;  Williams  v.  Lord  Lonsdale  (m) ;  ^ 

Taylor  v.  Hay  garth  (n);    Pawlett  v.  Attorney-Gene"  — '^^-:4 

ra/  (o) ;    Onslow  v.  Wallis  (p) ;   Stapylton  v.  Sco^^  (^) ;  ^     ^^  1 

Blackburn  v.  /SmtM  (r);    JETeaJ  v.  Lord  TVynA^rm  («) ;  ^      ^CI) 

Dodson  V.  Powell  (t);   Attorney- General  v.  SuilelHu);  ^     ^^-J 
Cope  V.  Cope  (j:)  ;  were  cited. 

TAe  Master  o/"  ^^  Rolls  reserved  his  judgment. 


1863. 
Jan.  27.  T'Ae  MASTER  of  the  Rolls. 

This  cause  comes  on  upon  exceptions  to  the  Master's 
report,  and  the  question  to  be  decided  is^  whether  a 
good  title  is  shown  by  the  vendor  to  a  freehold  mes- 
suage, called  Clarence  House,  situate  in  the  immediate 
neighbourhood  of  the  city  of  Gloucester,  which  has 
been  sold  under  the  directions  of  the  Court.  The  Mas- 
ter was  of  opinion,  that  a  good  title  was  not  shown  to 
the  messuage  in  question  and  has  so  reported ;  the 
vendor  has  excepted  to  that  report. 

The 

(a)  1   Eden,  210,  217;  1  ir.          (0  2  Ve$,jun-  170. 

Black,  123.  (m)  3  Fet.  752. 

(6)  2  Sim.  31.  (n)  14  5im.  8. 

(r)  2  Sim.  ^  Stu.  498.  (o)  Hardres,  465. 

(d)  3  Uure,  394.  (p)l  M,^G.  506. 

(c)  3  7>e  G.  4-  Sm.  394.  (q)  16  Ves,  272. 

(J) 8  Sim.  633.  (r)  2  Exch.  K.  783. 

{g)3  SvHinst.  470.  (f)   1  Cox,  57. 

(fi)  1  Brotm'f  C.  C.  201.  (/)  18  L.  J.  (CA.)  237. 

(i)  5  ifartf,  14.  (u)  Fr.  Ch.  214. 

{k)  2  res.  sen.  300.  (x)  1  Mom/.  4-  K.  269. 


Bbale 

V. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  409 

The  title  may  be  shortly  stated  thus.  In  March,  1863. 
830,  William  Reeve  sold  the  messuage  in  question  to 
Thomas  Cowley  the  younger,  for  1,415/.,  of  which  800/. 
was  to  be  returned,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  off  a  Stmomdi. 
nortgage  in  fee  of  the  messuage  to  two  persons  of  the 
lames  of  Chapman  and  Chadbom.  In  other  words, 
he  equity  of  redemption,  subject  to  that  mortgage,  was 
jold  to  Cowley  for  616/.  In  February,  1831,  the  mort- 
rage  of  800/.  was  transferred  by  Chapman  and  Chad" 
iarn,  who  were  paid  off,  to  two  persons  of  the  names  of 
Ainswcrth  and  Detherige,  who  became  the  mortgagees 
with  a  power  of  sale,  and  in  whom  the  legal  estate  was 
:hen  vested.  Cowley  was  the  executor  of  the  will  of 
Sara  A  Ecklee,  and  he  died  intestate  in  December,  1831. 

On  the  12th  of  August,  1834,  an  indenture  was  exe- 
cuted, under  which  it  is  alleged  that  Samuel  Beale,  the 
jestator,  became  the  absolute  owner  of  the  messuage, 
and  the  only  question  is,  whether  any  person  claiming 
by,  through,  or  under  Cowley,  could  make  any  claim  to 
this  property.  If  no  such  claim  could  be  made,  it  is 
not  disputed,  that  a  good  title  can  be  made  under  the 
lestator  Samuel  Beale.  The  indenture  of  the  12th  of 
August,  1834,  is  made  between  the  mortgagees  Ains- 
WDorth  and  Detherige  of  the  first  part,  Elizabeth  AU 
iard  (who  was  the  administratrix  de  bonis  non  of  the 
estate  of  Sarah  Ecklee,  which  had  been  granted  to  her 
en  the  death  of  Thomas  Cowley")  of  the  second  part, 
and  Samuel  Beale,  the  testator,  of  the  third  part.  It 
Tecites,  amongst  other  things,  the  will  of  Sarah  Ecklee, 
iind  that  Thomas  Cowley  was  the  sole  executor  thereof; 
that  he  had  died  intestate,  and  that  the  616/.  paid  by 
Cowley  in  March,  1830,  was  not  his  proper  money, 
but  that  the  purchase  was  made  on  behalf  of  and  with 
part  of  the  money  belonging  to  the  estate  of  Sarah 
Ecklee;  and,  further  that  by  accident  or  neglect  he  did 

not. 
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not,  in  his  liretimey  execute  any  declaration  of  ti —  * 
The  indenture  then  proceeds  to  convey  the  propert^^ 
the  parties  of  the  first  and  second  parts  to  the  testn^  'i 

It  is  contended  for  the  vendors,  first,  that  ther'^ 
distinct  evidence  that  Cowley  was  a  bare  trustee,  ha^^  i 
no  beneficial  interest  in  the  property,  in  which  case^ 
conveyance  is  required  from  him  or  from  any  per-^ 
claiming  under  him,  inasmuch  as  the  interest  which, 
had,  whether  beneficial  or  nominal,  was  merely  eq^ 
able.     And  there  is  no  doubt  or  dispute,  but  that 
legal  estate  had   been  duly  vested   in    Chapman  fl 
Chadbarn,  and  that  it  had  been  by  them  conveyed 
Aimxcorth  and   Detherege,  who   afterwards    in    1 
conveyed  it  to  Beale,  the  testator. 

If  however  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion,  that  tb 
is  not  sufficient  evidence  to  prove  that  Cowley  wa^ 
trustee,  then,  it  is  submitted,  that  there  is  clear  e 
dence  to  show  that  he  was  an  illegitimate  son,  and  ih 
he  died  unmarried,  and  therefore  without  heirs;  ani 
consequently,  it  is  contended,  that  thereupon,  even  if  he 
had  any  beneficial  interest,  it  was  extinguished  at  his 
death,  inasmuch  as,  according  to  the  decision  in  Burgess 
V.  Wheate  (a)  and  the  principles  there  established,  no 
escheat  of  an  equity  of  redemption  to  the  crown  took 
place. 
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On  the  first  point,  evidence  is  produced  to  lead  the 
Court  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  recital  in  the  inden- 
ture of  August^  1834,  is  correct,  and  that  Thomas 
Cowley  had  no  beneficial  interest  in  the  property.  The 
evidence  is  this:  it  consists  of  two  receipts  bearing  date 

11th 


(a)  1  Eden,  177. 
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1 1th  of  February^  1831,  signed  by  Chadborn  the  mort-  1863. 
gagee,  one  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  37/.  4s.  6J., 
interest  due  on  the  mortgage,  to  Chapman  and  himself 
from  Cowley f  as  executor  of  Sarah  Ecklee^  and  the 
other  of  14/.  from  Cowley  in  the  same  character,  for  the 
amount  of  ChadborrCs  bill  of  costs  in  the  transfer  of  the 
mortgage;  an  account  kept  by  Cowley^  in  which  he 
charges,  against  Sarah  Ecklee's  estate,  the  payment  in 
March  of  64/.  10s.  to  Abell,  who  was  the  solicitor  of 
William  Reeve,  the  mortgagee,  and  an  entry  in  the 
pocket  book  of  Cowley,  in  which  is  an  entry  of  this 
payment  of  64/.  10s.  to  Abell,  and  the  second  declara- 
tion of  Edwin  Allard,  a  nephew  of  Sarah  Ecklee  and 
a  legatee  under  her  will,  who  alleges,  that  this  house 
was  bought  from  Reeve,  in  order  to  pay  a  debt  due 
^or  bricks  to  Sarah  Ecklee,  and  that  Beale,  the  testator 
and  subsequent  purchaser  of  the  property,  was  the  soli- 
citor of  the  mortgagee  in  possession,  and  that  he  duly 
accounted  for  the  rents  to  Elizabeth  Allard,  the  ad- 
ministratrix de  bonis  non  of  Sarah  Ecklee  s  estate,  but 
all  which  accounts  have  been  destroyed. 

Although. this  evidence  produces  a  strong  impression 
on  my  mind,  and  induces  me  to  think  it  highly  probable 
that  Thomas  Cowley  had  no  beneficial  interest  in  the 
property,  and  that  he  was  a  mere  trustee  for  the  persons 
interested  under  Sarah  Ecklee  s  will;  yet  after  carefully 
considering  it,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  evidence  is 
not  suflSciently  clear  and  distinct  to  justify  the  Court  in 
compeUing  a  purchaser  to  take  a  title  depending  on 
this  evidence  alone.  I  am  therefore  compelled  to  con- 
sider and  express  my  opinion  on  the  other  questions 
which  arise  in  this  case. 

On  the  next  question,  and  which  seems  to  have  been 
the  only  other  question  argued  before  the  Master,  I 

have 
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have  arrived  at  the  conclasion,  that,  even  if  Tha^ 
CowUff  had  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  property^ 
escheat  took  place,  and  that  no  interest  belonging' 
him  became  vested  in  the  Crown;  and  if  the  case 
there,  I  should  entertain  no  difficulty  in  concurring 
the  excepting  party,  and  in  determining  that  a  g 
title  could  be  made. 


DO 

to 


-ith 


•That  Thomas  Cowley  was  an  illegitimate  son  is,  in 
opinion,  established,  by  the  entries  in  the  parochial 
gister,  first  of  his  baptism  on  the  13th  of  June,  ITt 
and  next  of  the  marriage  of  his  parents  on  the  1 
t/ti/y  following;  this  is  corroborated  by  the  circumstarm^ 
that  in  the  entry  of  his  baptism,  he  is  stated  to  be 
illegitimate  son  of  Francis  Pulfrey,  and  by  the  evidei 
of  Mary  Armstrong,  which  is  distinct  on  this  point, 
is  also  proved  that  he  died  without  issue.  It  is  the 
fore,  in  my  opinion,  established,  that  he  died  with<^^"^ 
heirs,  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  beneficial  inter^f^  =^ 
if  any,  which  he  bad  in  this  property,  was  extinguisb-  ^ 
by  his  death,  so  far  as  regards  the  Crown.     I  aoa  ^' 

opinion  that  the  Crown  could  claim  no  part  of  tt^^a^ 
interest;  his  interest,  if  any,  was  the  right  to  an  eqii^S-  ty 
of  redemption  in  a  freehold  messuage,  subject  to  * 
mortgage  in  fee  vested  in  Ainsworth  and  Detherege,  ^l^^^^ 
the  question  here  is,  whether  the  Crown  could  take  sf^^^J 
such  interest  by  way  of  escheat. 


Whether  trust  estates  could  escheat  to  the  Cro'^^^" 
was  originally  a  question  of  great  nicety,  and  it  %^^  ^^ 
determined,  after  great  care  and  a  most  elaborate  in«^^^^ 
tigation  and  argument,  in  the  well  known  case  of  If'^^^' 
gess  V.  Wheate  (a) ;  and  unless  that  decision  can  b^         '" 

princi  J^^^'^ 


(o)  1  £rf«7i,177;  1  \V.  Black,  123, 
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ciple  distinguished  from  this,  or  unless  it  has  been  1853. 
:en  by  subsequent  authorities,  it  must,  in  my  opinion, 
^m  this  case.  That  was  the  case  of  a  trust  and  not 
case  of  an  equity  of  redemption,  but  I  can  discover 
pround  on  which  an  equity  of  redemption  should  be 
to  escheat  to  the  Crown,  which  would  not  apply 
illy  to  the  case  of  a  mere  trust.  The  principle  I 
-ehend  to  be,  that  neither  the  Crown  nor  the  lord 
enter  or  seize  where  there  is  a  legal  tenant  in  pos- 
ion ;  the  right  to  the  service  of  the  tenant  in  posses- 
being  all  that  the  Crown  or  the  lord  can  of  right 
lire.  Although  many  cases  to  which  I  was  referred 
it  out  distinctions  between  a  mere  trust  estate  and 
quity  of  redemption,  yet,  so  far  as  regards  the  right 
he  Crown  or  the  lord  which  may  accrue  by  escheat, 
strict  analogy  between  them  is  acknowledged  by  all 
three  eminent  Judges  who  delivered  their  opinions 
lat  case,  who  agreed  in  this  respect,  although  they 
red  in  their  final  conclusion.  And  Sir  T.  Clarke, 
R.  and  Lord  Henley,  then  Lord  Keeper,  differing 
bis  respect  from  Lord  Mansfield,  distinctly  express 
r  opinion,  that  in  such  a  case  there  would  be  no 
eat  to  the  Crown. 

be  case  of  Burgess  v.  Wheaie  has  no  doubt  been  the 
ect  of  much  comment  and  discussion,  and  much  dif- 
ice  of  opinion;  but  as  far  as  I  am  aware,  it  has  been 
ted  as  law  in  every  subsequent  case.  In  Taylor  v.  Hay- 
h(a)  Sir  Z.  Shadwell  said,  ''Whatever  opinion  might 
5  been  originally  entertained  about  Burgess  v.  Wheaie, 
IS  remained  unreversed  for  more  than  eighty  years, 
consequently,  it  must  be  considered  as  binding  on 
Court.''  The  same  principle  was  acted  upon  by  the 

present 

(o)  14  5iOT.  16. 


414 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1853. 


present   Lord   Justice  Knight  Bruce  in   the  case 
Davallv,  New  River  Company(a)y  and  it  has  been  rec< 
nised  in  various  other  cases  which  were  cited  at  the 
The  only  case  which  appears  to  me  to  militate  agai 
the  decision  in  Burgess  v.  Wkeate  is  the  case  of  Viscoi 
Downe  v.  Morris  (6) ;  and  upon  the  most  careful  c 
sideration  of  that  case,  it  appears  to  me,  that  if  follow 
it  would  affect  or  qualify  the  decision  in  Burg^ 
WAeate,  unless  it  be  considered  as  meant  merely  to 
blish  the  following  proposition,  which  however  wo 
appear  to  me  to  be  new,  viz.,  that  if  a  term  of  yean^ 
vested  in  a  termor,  and  subject  to  that  term  the  rei? 
sion  in  fee  is  vested  in  another,  if  the  termor  sho 
mortgage  his  term  and  die  without  heir  and  next  of  k 
then  that,  in  every  such  case,  the  reversioner  of  the 
would  be  entitled  to  redeem  the  mortgage  of  the  te  3 
It  is  however  to  be  observed  that  the  Vice-Chancellor" 
deciding  that  case,  expressly  admits  the  authority 
Burgess  v.  Wheate,  and  considers  that  that  case  did  try 
in  any  degree,  affect  or  touch  the  case  then  before  h  i 
I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  case  of  Burgess 
Wheate  is  not  only  not  touched, but  that  it  is  confirmed     " 
the  subsequent  dicisions  ;  that  it  governs  this  case,  ^^ 
that  consequently,  there  was  no  escheat  to  the  Cro^*^^ 
and   that  no  difficulty  in  respect  of  any  claim  in  tt**- 
quarter  can  arise  to  invalidate  the  title  of  the  testato  *^ 
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But  the  next  diBSculty,  and  that  which  struck 
forcibly  on  the  argument  of  this  case,  is  this,  whetlm^^'^' 
though  the  title  of  the  mortgagees,  who  possess  -fc^'*^ 
legal  estate,  is  perfectly  good  to  the  whole  messu^^S^ 
against  the  Crown,  it  can  be  considered  as  equally  go-^^ 
against  the  creditors  of  Thomas  Cowley ;  in  other  wof^^  ^' 

whetl:»  ^^* 


(a)  3  DeG,^  Sm.  394.  {b)  3  Hare,  3P4. 
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r  Thomas  Cowley  had  been  beneficially  en- 
le  equity  of  redemption,  that  interest  did  not, 
hy  become  assets  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,       Bealb 
sr  a  creditor  of  Thomas  Cowley  might  not  ob-      Stmondi. 
of  administration  to  his  estate,  and  thereupon 
mortgage  vested  in  Ainsworth  and  Detherege. 

case,  Thomas  Cowley  died  on  the  20th  of 
1831,  that  is,  upwards  of  twenty-one  years 
although  all  ordinary  debts  would  be  barred, 
;hat  a  debt  on  covenant  not  yet  broken  may 
ay  have  arisen  at  this  moment.  It  is,  with 
3t,  that  I  give  way  to  an  objection  of  this 
,  which,  in  the  present  caset  is  certainly  of  a 
wy  description ;  but  I  do  not  see  in  what  way 
,  that  a  good  title  can  be  made  to  this  pro- 
he  absence  of  the  concurrence  of  the  legal 
^presentative  of  Thomas  Cowley^  without  af- 
a  distinct  proposition,  that  the  mortgagees, 
legal  estate,  could  hold  the  whole  property 
from  the  equity  of  redemption  against  the 
'  Thomas  Cowley.  There  is  certainly  nothing 
of  Burgess  v.  Wheate  to  countenance  such  a 
;  on  the  contrary,  the  learned  Judges  ex- 
rd  against  saying  a  word  to  establish  the  title 
tees.  Sir  Thomas  Clarhe  observes,  that  if  it 
ary  for  them  to  come  into  equity,  in  order  to 
title,  they  would  derive  no  assistance  from 
,.  It  is  true,  that  in  the  present  case,  the 
of  such  a  principle  might  probably  be  pro- 
no  injury,  but  if  once  established,  it  would 
case  where  the  property  mortgaged  was  ten 
alue  of  the  mortgage  upon  it,  and  the  mort- 
lebts  far  exceeding  the  amount  of  the  mort- 
vould  work  a  gross  injustice  if  the  law  were, 
ath  without  heir  of  a  man  living  on  his  estate 
:.  BE  and 
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and  contracting  several  debts,  one  of  which  alone  is 
secured  by  mortgage  of  his  property,  should  give  the 
whole  estate  to  that  mortgage  creditor,  in  value  far  ex- 
ceeding the  amount  for  which  he  had  contracted,  and 
deprive  all  the  other  creditors  of  the  means  of  getting 
payment  of  their  debts. 


I  cannot,  as  I  think,  determine  that  a  good  title  has 
been  shown  to  this  property,  without  affirming  that  pro- 
position, which  I  believe  to  be  contrary  both  to  princi- 
ple and  authority,  as  far  as  any  authority  is  to  be  found 
on  the  subject.  I  must  therefore  affirm  the  Master's 
report,  and  disallow  the  exceptions.  As  however  the 
ground  upon  which  I  proceed  appears  to  differ  from 
that  on  which  the  Master  came  to  his  conclusion,  and 
as  I  differ  with  the  Master  on  that  conclusion,  I  must 
overrule  the  exceptions  without  costs. 


1862. 

"►tfc.10,11. 
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Jan,  28. 


SWINBORNE  V.  NELSON. 


TN  1837,  Nelson  obtained  a  patent  for  the  roanufac- 
■^  ture  of  "isinglass,"  and  in  1839,  he  obtained  a 
patent  for  making  "  gelatine." 

In 


The  PlaintiflT'i 
right  to  dis- 
covery and  to 
production 
rest  on  the 
fame  prin- 
ciple. 

A  Defend- 
ant who  submits  to  answer  must  answer  fully ;  he  cannot,  by  denial  of  the  Plaintiff's 
title,  escape  answering.     Discovery  of  title-deeds  and  of  professional  communications 
forms  an  exception. 

The  Pkintiff  and  Defendant  had  both  patents  for  making  gelatine.  The  Plaintiff 
instituted  his  suit  for  redress  against  an  alleged  infringement  of  his  patent,  and  the  biQ 
contained  searching  questions,  requiring  the  Defendant  to  set  forth  all  the  artidef 
manufactured  by  him,  the  names  aTid  addresses  of  his  customers,  the  prices  and  the 
profits,  &c.  The  Defendant  denied  all  infringement.  He  said  he  had  made  bis 
articles  according  to  his  own  and  not  according  to  the  Plaintiff's  patent,  and  he 
declined  to  give  an  account  of  such  articles.  Held,  that,  notwithstanding  his  denial, 
he  was  bound  to  do  so. 

Dissent  from  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Adann  v.  Fisher,  3  MyL  4*  Craig,  526. 


S  WIN BORNE 
V. 
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In  1847,  Swinborne  obtained  a  patent  for  making  1863. 
**  gelatinous  substances/'  the  specification  of  which  he 
inrolled  on  the  24th  of  May,  1848.  The  Plaintiff  by 
this  bill  alleged,  that  the  Defendants  had  infringed  Nemon. 
their  patent,  by  manufacturing  articles  sold  by  them  as 
•'  gelatine"  and  "  isinglass,"  by  a  process  substantially 
similar  to  the  process  described  in  the  specification  of 
the  24th  of  JUay,  1848,  or  only  colourably  differing 
therefrom ;  and  alleged,  that  the  Defendants  had  re- 
sorted to  various  subtle  arts  and  contrivances  to  con- 
ceal the  infringement. 

The  bill  charged,  that  the  Defendants,  afler  the  24th 
of  May,  1848,  altered  their  mode  of  manufacture; 
that  several  articles  now  manufactured  and  sold  by  the 
Defendants,  by  the  names  of  **  Nelson's  Patent  Refined 
Isinglass,"  &c.,  and  which  were  then  manufactured  and 
sold  by  them  in  large  quantities,  were  imitations  of  the 
same  names  respectively  manufactured  and  sold  by  the 
Plaintiff,  and  the  one  could  not,  but  with  great  diffi- 
culty, be  distinguished  from  the  other ;  and  that  the  arti- 
cles so  manufactured  and  sold  by  the  Defendants  could 
not  have  been  manufactured  by  either  of  the  processes, 
described  by  iVe&on,  under  his 'Msinglass*'  patent,  or  his 
"  gelatine"  patent,  by  any  process  known  to  or  practised 
by  the  Defendants,  previously  to  the  24th  of  May,  1848, 
and  that  they  had  been  manufactured  by  them,  for  the 
first  time,  since  the  24th  of  May ^  1848,  and  they  had,  in 
fact,  been  manufactured  by  them  by  an  imitation  of  the 
process,  or  some  material  part  of  the  process,  of  Swin-- 
borne,  as  described  in  the  specification.  The  bill  charged, 
that  it  would  so  appear,  if  the  Defendants  would  set  forth, 
when  they  first  manufactured,  and  to  whom  by  name 
they  first  sold,  any  and  what  quantity  of  the  articles 
then  manufactured  and  sold  by  them,  under  the  names 
of  "  Nebon^s  Patent  Refined  Isinglass,"  &c.  respec- 
E  E  2  .    tively. 
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1863.  tively,  and  from  what  substance  the  same  respectively 

^•^^^^^^  were  manufactured,  and  what  were  the  respective  pro-^ 

wiNBORMB  ^ggggg  Qf  gy^ij  manufkcturc. 
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The  bill  also  charged,  that  the  Defendants  "  ought  ^ 
to  set  forth  an  account  of  all  articles  manufactured  and 
sold  by  them,  since  the  24th  of  May,  1848,"  under  the 
names  of  ''  Nelson's  Gelatine  Isinglass,"  &c.,  and  the 
quantities  thereof  respectively,  and  the  names  and  ad- 
dresses of  the  persons  to  whom  sold  and  at  what 
prices,  and  the  profits  which  the  Defendants  had  realized 
thereby. 

The  bill  prayed  an  account  of  all  the  articles  manu- 
factured by  the  Defendants  since  the  24th  of  ilfay, 
1848,  under  the  names  of ''  Nelson's  Gelatine  Isinglass,** 
Sec,  and  the  profits  made  thereby,  and  for  payment  to 
the  Plaintiff  of  the  amount,  and  for  an  injunction  to  re- 
strain the  Defendants  from  manufacturing  those  articles, 
or  any  other  articles  which  were  an  imitation  of  the  arti- 
cles manufactured  and  sold  by  the  Plaintiff,  under  the 
names  of  ''  Patent  Refined  Isinglass,"  &c.,  and  for  in- 
fringing the  patent  rights  of  the  Plaintiff. 

The  13th  interrogatory  asked  the  Defendants  to  set 
forth,  when  they  first  manufactured,  and  to  whom  by 
name  they  first  sold,  any  and  what  quantity  of  the  said 
article  now  manufactured  and  sold  by  them  under  the 
said  names  of  **  Nelson's  Patent  Refined  Isinglass,"  tec. 
respectively,  and  what  were  the  respective  processes  of 
such  manufacture. 

A  subsequent  part  of  the  same  interrogatory  required 
the  Defendants  to  set  forth  an  account  of  all  articles 
manufactured  and  sold  by  them,  since  the  24th  of  May, 
1848,  under  the  names  of  *'  Nelson's  Gelatine  Isinglass," 

kc. 
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&e.  and  the  quantities  thereof  respectively,  and  the 
Dames  and  addresses  of  the  persons  to  whom  sold  and 
at  what  prices,  and  the  profits  which  the  Defendants 
had  realized  thereby. 

The  principal  Defendant,  by  his  answer,  denied  the  no- 
▼elty  and  utility  of  the  Plaintiff's  alleged  invention.  He 
also  denied,  altogether,  the  infringement  by  him  of  the 
Plaintiff's  patent,  and  the  circumstances  alleged  in  re- 
spect to  it.  He  denied  that  the  articles  were  manufac- 
tured by  him,  by  any  process  which  was  an  infringement 
or  imitation  of  the  Plaintiff's  processes  described  in  his 
specification,  and  he  said,  that  the  processes  by  which 
such  articles  had  been  manufactured  since  the  24th 
May^  1848,  were  the  same  as  those  used  by  him  pre- 
viously to  that  date,  except  that  the  slices  of  hide  or 
skin  had  been  cut  rather  thinner,  previously  to  the  same 
being  macerated  in  a  caustic  solution  of  alkali. 

In  answer  to  the  13th  interrogatory,  the  Defendant 
^<  submitted,  that  he  was  not  bound,  and  ought  not  to  be 
required  to  set  forth,  when  he  first  manufactured,  or  to 
ivhom  by  name  he  first  sold,  any  or  what  quantity  of 
articles  now  manufactured  and  sold  by  him  under  the 
names  of  '  Nelson's  Patent  Refined  Isinglass,'  &c.  re- 
spectively, or  from  what  substances  the  same  respec- 
tively were  manufactured/' 

He  ''denied  that  the  Plaintiff  had  recently  disco- 
vered, or  that  it  was  the  fact,  that  since  the  24th  of  May ^ 
1848,  the  Defendants  had  infringed  the  letters- patent 
^ated  the  24th  o( November y  1847,  in  the  manufacture  of 
'tte  articles  manufactured  and  sold  by  him,  under  the 
X3ame  of  iVebon'^  Patent  Opaque  Gelatine,  or  by  cutting 
*€:he  residuum  after  the  first  solution  had  been  taken,  as 
described  in  the  Gelatine  Patent,  into  thin  slices,  or 

by 
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by  subjecting  the  same  to  the  solvent  action  of  water» 
or  by  any  such  or  the  like  or  any  other  process,  in  imi- 
tation of  the  process  described  in  the  specification  dated 
the  24th  of  May^  1848,  or  in  lieu  of  the  subsequent  pro- 
cess described  in  the  Gelatine  Patent." 


He  admitted,  that  since  the  24ih  May^  1848,  he  bad 
manufactured  and  sold,  and  ^*  continued  to  manufacture 
and  sell  large  quantities  of  the  articles  called  '  Nelson*s 
Patent  Opaque  Gelatine,*  but  he  denied,  that  he  so 
manufactured  and  sold  the  same  by  means  of  such 
infringement,  as  in  the  bill  mentioned." 

He  ''  submitted  that  he  was  not  bound,  and  ought 
not  to  be  required,  to  set  forth  an  account  of  all  articles 
manufactured  and  sold  by  him  since  the  24th  May, 
1848,  under  the  names  of  '  NeUorCs  Gelatine  Isinglass,' 
&c.,  or  the  quantities  thereof  respectively,  or  the  names 
or  addresses  of  the  persons  to  whom  sold,  or  at  what 
prices,  or  the  profits  which  he  had  realized  thereby." 

The  Plaintiflf  took  exceptions  to  the  Defendant's 
answer,  insisting  that  the  13th  interrogatory  had  not 
been  answered.  The  exceptions  now  came  on  for  ar- 
gument. 


Mr. Lloyd  and  MT,Sagshawe,  in  support  of  the  excep- 
tions.  The  answer  to  the  13th  interrogatory  is  clearly  in- 
sufiBcient.  The  Defendant  does  not  affect  to  answer  that 
interrogatory,  but  submits  he  is  not  bound  to  do  so.  The 
rule  of  the  Court  is  clearly  established,  that  if  a  Defendant 
chooses  to  answer  a  bill,  he  must  answer  it  fully;  MazaT" 
redoY.  Maitland{a);  Lancaster  w.  Evors{b),  A  party 
cannot,  by  denial  in  his  answer  of  the  Plaintiflf's  title, 

relieve 


(a)  3  Maddock,  66. 


(6)  1  PhilL  349. 
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relieve  himself  from  the  obligation  of  giving  a  full  dis-  1853. 
oo'very.  He  cannot,  as  in  this  case,  draw  his  own  con- 
clusions as  to  the  law  and  facts,  and  then  withhold  the 
disoovery  of  the  circumstances  necessary  to  test  the  ac-  Nemon. 
oijrsi.cy  of  his  own  conclusions  in  his  own  favour.  Here  the 
denial  of  title  itself  is  insufficient,  Edwards  v.  Jones  (a). 
1*Ii^  Defendant  does  not  bring  himself  within  the  prin- 
ciple o(  Adams  v.  Fisher  {b).  There  the  question  was 
a^  t.o  production,  upon  the  admissions  of  the  Defend- 
^^Tkt.  •  here  the  point  is  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  an- 
»M^ei-. 

^^r.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Baggallay,  contri.  The  ques- 
^*oii  is,  what  discovery  is  the  Plaintiff  entitled  to  in  this 
^^^ge  of  the  cause  ?  A  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  any  dis- 
oovery  he  may  choose  to  ask ;  his  right  is  limited,  and 
^he  rule,  as  stated  by  Sir  James  Wigram,  is  this: — ^that  a 
-^^l^-intiff  is  only  entitled  to  such  discovery  as  is  neces- 
^^*T|r  for  the  decision  of  the  issue.    The  rule  as  to  an- 
^'^'^ering  fully  does  not  apply,  where  the  discovery  is  not 
**^«^terial  to  the  relief  sought  by  the  bill ;  Wood  v.  Hitch'- 
^^^^{c);  Simpson  y.  Chapman  (d).    The  complaint  here 
^^  of  the  infringement  of  the  Plaintiff's  patent,  which  is 
^^fcolly  denied  by  the  Defendant.     Until  that  point  has 
*>een  decided,  what  use  can  it  be  to  set  forth  volumi- 
nous accounts  of  all  the  articles,  and  the  quantities  and 
Prfcea  and  profits  of  articles  sworn  to  have  been  ma- 
n^Tactured  by  the  Defendant's  new  process,  and  all  the 
^^^Hies  and  all  the  addresses  of  all  the  Defendant's  cus- 
^•iiers ;  nay,  what  right  can  the  Plaintiff  have  to  such 
^  discovery?  He  is  entitled  to  an  account  of  pirated  ar- 
ticles, 

Jf  >    1  PhOl.  501.  (c)  3  Beav,  504. 

A^y    2   Keen,  754;  3  Myl.  ^         {d)  15  Jiir.  714. 
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1862.  tides,  but  of  no  others.  Where  the  title  is  denied,  a  De- 
fendant is  not  bound  to  set  forth  the  consequential  ac- 
counts ;  Gethin  v.  Gale  (a);  Sweet  v.  Young  (6) ;  Jacoh 
v.  Goodman  (c) ;  Hall  v.  Noyes  (d) ;  Marquis  of  Donegal 
V.  Stewart  (e);  Phelips  v.  Caney  (/);  Neuman  v.  Cforf- 
frey^g).  The  case  of  Adams  v.  Fisher  (A)  proceeded  on 
the  same  principle ;  there  the  title  of  the  Plaintiff  being 
denied,  it  was  held,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  a  pro- 
duction of  documents  in  the  Defendant's  possession, 
which  did  not  tend  to  make  out  such  title.  The  only 
way  for  a  Defendant  to  protect  himself  is  by  answer,  a 
plea  is  inappropriate,  and  could  not  be  framed  in  a  matter 
of  such  complication  as  the  process  of  a  manufacture. 

Secondly. — ^The  discovery  asked  is  of  a  most  oppres- 
sive and  vexatious  nature.  The  Court  has  shown  an 
unwillingness  to  sanction  inquisitorial  discovery,  Dos 
Santos  V.  Frietas  (t) ;  where  the  Court  observed,  '*  that 
if  the  Court  were  to  enforce  this  species  of  inquisition 
into  a  man's  private  affairs  and  business,  the  sooner  its 
doors  were  closed  the  better,  for  it  would  be  a  scourge 
to  the  country."  If  the  present  course  be  sanctioned, 
a  party,  by  a  mere  allegation  of  an  infringement  of  his 
patent,  might  compel  a  rival  trader  to  reveal  all  his  se- 
crets, and  disclose  the  names  of  his  customers,  and  the 
profits,  accounts  and  every  other  transaction  relating  to 
his  trade,  however  immaterial  it  might  be  to  the  matters 
in  issue.  The  Court  has  frequently  limited  the  Plain- 
tiff's 

(a)  Cited  1  Amb.  354.  (A)  3  %/.  4-  Cr.  526. 

(6)  1  Amb.  353.  (t)  Wigramon  Diicaoery,  2nd 

(c)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  487,  n.  ed.  168 ;   and  see  SmaU  v.  Att- 

{d)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  483.  vxxxi,  ib.  168;  Janson  v.  Sotarte, 

(e)  3Fe».446.  2    Y.  Sf  ColL  {Ex.)  127;    and 

(/)  4  Ve$.  107.  Earl  of  Portmouth  v.  FcUaws,  5 

(g)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  332.  Mod.  451. 
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tiflTs  right  to  discovery  by  a  positive  order.    Thus  in  the        1863. 
Earl  of  Stafford  v.  Bldkeway  (a)  a  plea  of  the  Statute     ^^^^^^^ 
of  LimitatioDs  was  ordered  to  stand  for  an  answer,  with  v. 

liberty  to  except,  **  but  not  to  oblige  the  appellant  to 
make  any  discovery  of  the  value  or  particulars  of  the 
real  or  personal  estate  "  of  the  testator.  In  Kivg  v.  HoU 
combe (Jb)  ''the  plea  was  ordered  to  stand  for  an  answer, 
with  liberty  to  except,  but  not  as  to  the  account."  The 
same  was  done  in  Bayley  v.  Adams  (c),  and  in  Wedder- 
bum  V.  Wedderburn  ((f),  where  the  plea  was  ordered  to 
stand  for  an  answer,  with  liberty  to  except,  **  but  the 
Plaintiffs  were  not  to  call  for  any  account  of  the  pro- 
fits of  the  trade  since  the  Ist  of  May,  1801.*' 

Although  the  Master  may  not  have  such  an  authority, 
the  Court  has  the  power  of  modifying  the  general  rule 
and  restricting  the  discovery  within  those  limits  which 
are  essential  for  the  purposes  of  justice.  This  may  per- 
haps explain  the  difference  in  practice  between  this 
Court  and  the  Exchequer,  where  exceptions  were  argued, 
in  the  first  instance,  before  the  Court  and  not  before  the 
Master. 

SomermUe  v.  Mackay(e);  Rawev.  Teed{f)\  Shaw 
V.  Ching  {g\  were  also  cited. 

Mr.  Lloyd,  in  reply. 

The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment 

The 

{a)  6  Bro.  P.  C.  633.  ^^^  ▼•  ^-^^  Windtor,  2 

W  4  Bro.C.C.  440.  re)  16^382. 

(c)  6Fe».599.  ^f)  15  rei.372. 

(d)  2  Keen,  782, note;  and  tee  (^)  11  Va.  303. 
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1863. 

SWINBORNE 
V, 

Nelson. 
Jun,  28. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  that  arises  in  this  case  is,  whether  the 
Defendant  has  suOSciently  answered  the  Plaintiff's  bill 
The  Plaintiff  is  possessed  of  a  patent  for  the  manu< 
facture  of  isinglass^  and  he  charges  the  Defendant,  wh( 
is  a  manufacturer  of  isinglass,  with  having  infringed  hii 
patent,  and  he  asks  for  an  account  of  the  Defendant*! 
dealings  and  transactions,  and  seeks  to  make  him  an 
swerable  for  the  profits  made  by  him  in  his  roanufac 
ture  of  isinglass,  according  to  the  process  discovei 
by  the  Plaintiff. 


EM 


The  interrogatories  in  question  relate  to  these  dealing 
and  transactions  of  the  Defendant  and  the  profits  mad 
by  him  in  his  business.    The  Defendant  admits  tha 
he  has  not  answered  these  interrogatories,  but  he  coi 
tends  that  he  is  not  bound  to  answer  them,  and 
rests  his  defence  on  this  principle: — that  he  disput 
the  title  of  the  Plaintiff.     He  denies  the  existence  • 
that  title;  he  contends  that  it  is  not, and  that  it  will  nf 
be  ever  established,  and  he  urges,  that  it  would  be  a 
act  of  oppression  upon  him,  and  contrary  to  the  rul^ 
and  practice  of  this  Court,  to  compel  a  Defendant  w^ 
set  out  an  account  of  the  profits  earned  by  him,  wher^ 
in  truth,  it  may  and  probably  will  turn  out,  that  th 
Court  will  not,  at  the  hearing,  direct  any  account  at  \ 
to  be  taken  of  those  profits* 

The  Defendant  relies,  in   support  of  his   position 
on  the  case  of  Adams  v.  Fisher  (a),  which  has  be 
the  subject  of  much  comment ;  and  it  was  principall 


on, 
en 

■ly 

jtb 


(a)  2  Keen,  754;  3  M.  ^  Cr,  526. 
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^vivith  the  view  of  more  maturely  considering  that  case,        1863. 
-^hat   I   reserved  my  judgment  on   these   exceptions. 
That  case  is  generally  understood  to  lay  down,  as  a 
l>road  principle,  that  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff  to  see  the 
documents^  which  are  admitted  by  the  Defendant  to  be 
in  his  possession,  and  to  relate  to  the  subject  matter  of 
^he  suity  and  which  are  not  otherwise  protected,  must 
depend  upon  the  PlaintifTs  having  established  his  right 
±o    relief  in   that   suit,   or  on    the  circumstance   that 
"that  right  is  not  disputed   by  the  Defendant.     Lord 
Cottenham  rests  his  decision,  refusing  to  permit  the 
Plaintiff  to  inspect  the  documents  in  that  case,  on  the 
circumstance,  that  the  Defendant  had  denied  the  Plain- 
tiff's title,  and  had  stated  upon  his  answer  that,  which, 
if  true,  would  preclude  the  Plaintiff  from  instituting  the 
suit  against  him. 

The  first  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  the 
answering  interrogatories  rests  on  the  same  principle 
as  the  production  of  documents  ?  and  if  that  question 
be  answered  in  the  affirmative,  the  next  question  is, 
whether  the  decision  in  Adams  v.  Fisher  precludes  the 
Plaintiff  from  obtaining  the  discovery  here  sought  ? 

With  respect  to  the  first  question,  it  admits,  in  my 
opinion,  of  an  easy  answer.  It  is,  I  think,  impossible 
to  lay  down  one  rule,  on  this  subject,  for  the  production 
of  documents,  and  another  for  the  answer  to  be  put  in 
to  the  interrogatory.  Such  a  distinction  would  be,  in 
truth,  opposed  to  all  principle  and  all  authority,  and  it 
would  be  a  mere  technicality,  which  would  be  easily 
evaded,  and  would  give  rise  to  expense  and  delay.  It 
is  obvious,  that  if  a  Defendant,  who  could  avoid  pro- 
ducing a  document,  by  disputing  the  Plaintiff's  title, 
could  not,  on  the  same  ground,  avoid  answering  any 
interrogatory    respecting    it,  the    only  effect  of  that 

rule 


426  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1853.  rule  would  be,  to  induce  the  Plaintiff  to  introduce  such 
interrogatories  into  the  bill  as  would  compel  the  De- 
fendant to  set  out,  at  great  length,  the  contents  of  the 
document  in  the  body  of  the  answer,  instead  of  insert- 
ing the  title  of  it  in  a  schedule,  and  thus  would  render 
nugatory  the  existing  practice  of  giving  a  schedule  of 
documents,  by  which  much  expense  and  prolixity  of 
proceeding  has  been  avoided.  I  entertain  therefore  no 
doubt,  that  the  production  of  documents  and  the  an- 
swering interrogatories  must,  for  this  purpose,  be 
treated  as  the  same,  and  that  the  second  question  arises, 
and  that  the  case  of  Adams  v.  Fisher  must  Ve  coo- 
sidered,  in  conjunction  with  the  other  authorities  appli- 
cable to  this  point,  for  the  purpose  of  considering  how 
far,  on  this  answer,  the  Plaintiff  is  precluded  from  ob- 
taining the  discovery  he  seeks. 

I  have,  in  considering  this  question,  examined  all 
the  cases  that  I  am  aware  of  which   bear  on  this 
point,    and    I   have  also  perused  the  various  obser- 
vations and  comments  of  the  various  writers  on  this 
point,  the  settlement  of  which  is  of  great  importance, 
for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  expense  and  delay  in  the 
future  prosecution  of  suits.    This  point  has  been  very 
fully  and  ably  considered   by  the  late  Vice-Chancelloti 
Sir  J.  Wigranty  in  his  work  on  Discovery,  and  V9^^ 
cites  and  comments  on  the  principal  decisions  wbi^^ 
touch  on  this  subject — whose  opinions  also  are  entitl^ 
to  great  weight,  and  who  does  not  hesitate  to  state,  tl'^ 
prior  to  the  case  of  Adams  v.  Fisher ^  he  had  consider^' 
that  in  cases  where  the  Defendant  had  submitted     ^ 
answer,  the  rule  of  the  Court  was,  to  give  to  the  Pl^^**' 
tiff  the  same  full  right  of  discovery  before  the  faearm  sigi 
as  he  would  have  been  entitled  to,  if  his  right  to  r^l^'^ 
had  been  admitted  or  proved,  and  the  only  question    ^^ 
tween  the  parties  had  been  the  amount  of  his  demarK^- 

It 
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It  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  be  denied,  that  a  funda-  1853. 
mental  principle  is  to  be  found  in  all  the  decisions  on 
this  point,  which  is  usually  thus  stated : — that  a  De- 
lendant  who  submits  to  answer  must  answer  fully. 
rbat  is,  that  if  a  prima  facie  case  for  relief  be  made  by 
tbe  bill,  calling  for  an  answer,  the  Defendant  may,  if 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  will  permit  it,  bring  for- 
B?ard  any  fact  or  series  of  facts,  by  way  of  plea,  to  dis- 
pute the  right  of  the  Plaintiff  to  call  upon  him  to  answer 
either  the  whole  bill  or  some  particular  portion  of  it ;  but 
that  if  he  be  unable  or  decline  to  adopt  this  course,  he 
must,  technically  and  categorically,  answer  every  state- 
ment in  the  bill  to  which  he  is  interrogated,  which  can 
assist  the  Plaintiff  in  making  out  his  title  to  relief. 
"There  is  no  difference,"  observes  Sir  William  Grant  in 
Taylor  v.  Milner{a)y  "whether  the  Court  has  determined 
that  the  bill  is  such  as  the  Defendant  must  answer,  or 
whether  the  Defendant  has,  by  his  own  conduct,  precluded 
himself  from  raising  that  question."  The  importance, 
as  a  matter  of  pleading,  of  keeping  distinct  these  sepa- 
rate modes  of  pleading  can  scarcely  be  overrated.  To 
determine,  on  plea  or  demurrer,  that  a  Defendant  must 
answer  the  bill  or  a  particular  portion  of  it,  and  then  to 
allow  him,  by  his  answer,  to  contend  that  he  is  not 
bound  to  answer  that  very  same  portion  of  the  bill, 
would  not  only  be  contrary  to  the  rules  and  practice  of 
the  Court,  but  would  be  repugnant  to  good  sense,  and 
would  create  much  confusion  and  expense.  In  truth, 
this  repugnancy  it  is,  which  created  the  doctrine,  which 
at  one  time  was  pushed  so  far  and  carried  into  such 
minute  technicality,  viz.,  that  the  demurrer  or  plea  were 
overruled,  by  being  coupled  with  an  answer  extending 

to 

(fl)  11  ref.42. 
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1853.  to  the  same  matter  which  was  covered  by  the  demurrer 

c,"*"^^'"^^  or  plea. 

SWINBORNB  '^ 


V. 

Nelson. 


This  principle,  which,  if  kept  within  proper  limits,  is 
essential  to  prevent  rules  of  pleading  from  falling  into 
inextricable  confusion,  is  not,  in  any  degree,  affected  or 
varied  by  the  cases  referred  to  by  Mr.  R.  Palmer,  and 
of  which  the  case  of  Wedderhurn  v.  Wedderhumifl) 
affords  a  good  instance.  In  that  case,  the  Defendant 
had  sought  by  plea  to  protect  himself  from  answering ' 
questions  relative  to  certain  partnership  accounts.  The  s 
Court,  on  the  argument  of  the  plea,  thought  that  thisj 
question  could  better  be  determined  at  the  hearing  oS 
the  cause,  when  the  questions  between  the  parties  would 
be  better  understood,  and  accordingly,  the  Court  di — 
rected  the  plea  to  stand  for  an  answer,  with  liberty  I 
the  Plaintiff  to  except,  but  not  so  as  to  call  for  the 
accounts  of  the  paiinership  subsequently  to  the  Isl 
Mai/y  1801,  which  was  the  discovery  sought  to  be  pro — * 
tected  by  the  plea.  This  case,  and  the  others  of  the 
same  class,  corroborate  instead  of  weakening  the  dis 
tinction  adverted  to.  If  this  question  could  have  been 
raised  by  the  answer,  where  was  the  necessity  of  the 
plea?  a  form  of  pleading  which  could  never  have  had 
any  existence,  if  an  answer  would  equally  well  have 
effected  the  same.  The  decision  of  the  Court  shows, 
not  that  the  plea  was  not  proper,  or  thai  the  same  point 
could  have  been  raised  by  the  answer,  but  that  in  tbiss  S"  ^•^ 
and  in  other  cases  of  a  similar  description,  the  CoxkiW^  -^' 
was  of  opinion,  that  the  benefit  of  the  plea  might,  ic^  ^^  '^ 
the  circumstances  of  those  cases,  be  safely  and  bene-^SP^--  ^ 
ficially  reserved  till  the  hearing,  which,  in  truth,  admit.;]^  ^^^ 
and  confirms  the  distinction  referred  to. 

It 

(a)  2  Keen,  732,  n. 
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It  is  true,  that  this  necessity  of  answering  fully  is 
ited  in  one  or  two  cases,  which  do  not  however 
^ken  or  destroy  the  principle  established.  Thus,  a 
I>^fcndant  is  not  compellable  to  produce  the  title  deeds 
oF  his  property,  unless  where  the  production  of  them  is 
essential  for  the  purpose  of  making  out  the  title  of  the 
PlsiintifFto  the  relief  he  asks;  but  this  is,  because  in  the 
otli^T  cases,  where,  for  instance,  the  recovery  of  the 
d^^ds  is  the  relief  sought,  as  in  the  case  of  redemption, 
a-  list  or  description  of  them  is  all  that  the  Plaintiff  can 
'■^^xiire  for  the  purposes  of  the  suit.  So  also  a  Defendant 
^s  i:^ot  bound  to  disclose  confidential  communications 
bet^^ween  himself  and  his  solicitor;  but  this  rests  on  a 
diflferent  principle,  and  not  on  the  denial  of  the  title  of 
thet  Plaintiff,  but  on  the  principle  that  the  Plaintiff's 
^*gl^t  to  discovery  does  not  extend  to  a  discovery  of  the 
^*^»Oiier  in  which  the  Defendant  intends  to  support  his 
defence. 


1863. 
^-^•^^ 

SWINBORMI 
V, 

Nelson. 


I^  18  not  my  intention  to  go  through  the  list  of  autho- 
"^^ie^  on  this  subject,  which  are  collected  and  very  ably 
^^^ximented  upon,  by  Sir  J.  Wigram.  It  is  sufficient 
^*'  me  to  say,  that  although  the  earlier  decisions  are 
'^^^t  decisive  on  this  point,  in  i2ot£?e  v.  Teed  (a)  and  in 
^^^'"^erville  V.  Mackay{b)y  Lord  Eldon  expressed  his 
Opinion,  that  a  Defendant  could  not  answer  as  to  part 
^^   ii>   bill  and  refuse  to  answer  the  rest ;  and  Sir  John 

-^^^cJif  in   Mazarredo   v.  Maitland  (c)  and v. 

^Q'r^ison{d)y  treats  this  point  as  settled.  In  the  former 
^^se.  Sir  J.  Leach  says,  *'  A  Defendant  cannot,  by  an- 
•Mrt*r,  deny  the  Plaintiff's  title  and  refuse  to  answer  as 
^  facts  which  may  be  useful  evidence  in  support  of  that 
^*tle.  He  cannot  answer  in  part.  If  he  answers  at  all, 
be  must  answer  the  whole  of  the  bill ;"  and  so  it  has, 

as 


(f)    15  r«.372. 
W    1«  Fa.  382. 


(c)  3  Mad.  66. 

(d)  4  Mad.  252. 
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1863.       as  I  believey  always  been  considered  to  be,  till  the  casi 
^^^^^^•^      of  Adams  v.  Fisher  arose. 

SwiNBORNE 
V. 

Nelson.  I  am  disposed  also  to  think,  that  it  was  not  intendec 

by  Lord  Cottenham  to  carry  his  decision  to  the  exten 
that  it  has  been  considered  to  cover.  According  to  th< 
principle  supposed  to  be  established  by  it,  if  an  executo; 
should  dispute  the  right  of  a  legatee  or  the  debt  of  th< 
creditor  suing  on  behalfof  himself  and  others,  he  might  re 
sist  setting  forth  the  accounts  of  the  estate  of  his  testator 
which  is  a  proposition  at  variance  with  the  uniform  an( 
settled  practice  and  decision  of  the  Court ;  but  I  ac 
disposed  to  believe,  that,  in  truth,  the  decision  ii 
Adams  v.  Fisher  was  intended  by  Lord  Cottenham  to  b 
limited  to  withholding  the  production  only  of  the  docu 
ments,  which  could  not  assist  the  Plaintiff  in  makin( 
out  his  title  to  the  relief  he  sought ;  at  least  the  obser 
vation  made  by  his  Lordship,  respecting  the  admissioi 
of  Counsel  to  the  question  put  by  the  Court,  seems  t 
point  to  this  result.  However  this  may  be,  the  autho 
rities  which  relate  to  the  subject  were  not  commented 
upon  or  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Court;  and  afte 
the  most  careful  consideration  which  I  am  able  to  givi 
to  this  subject,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  if  the  case  o 
yJdams  V.  Fisher  goes  beyond  the  point  I  have  last  sag 
gested,  it  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  long  line  o 
authorities  before  decided  in  this  Court.  As  I  havi 
therefore  to  choose  between  that  case  and  other  case 
decided  by  equally  high  authority,  I  feel  myself  com 
pelled  to  follow  those  which  are,  in  my  opinion,  con 
sistent  with  the  principles  upon  which  pleadings  ii 
equity  can  alone  be  safely  and  clearly  established. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  these  exceptions  mus 
be  allowed ;  but  in  the  present  state  of  authorities, 
shall  give  no  costs  on  either  side. 
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ABREY  V.  NEWMAN.  Bee.  13. 

Jan.  29,  1853. 

npHE  testator^  after  having  given  certain  personal  es-  Bequest  to  be 
tate  to  his  wife  for  life,  proceeded  as  follows : —  v?ded  between 
All  the  above-named  property  to  be  equally  divided  -4.  and  wife 
between  Benjamin  James  and  his  wife  Ann  James,  and  ^jfg  fop  ^jjeir 
Charles  Ahrey  and  his  wife,  for  the  period  of  their  natu-  lives,  after 
ral; lives,  after  which,  to  be  equally  divided  between  their  equally  di- 
children;  that  is  to  say,  the  children  of  Benjamin  James  V^^.^  v/iJ^" 

and  Charles  Abrey  above-mentioned.  (i.  e.)  the 

children  of  ^. 
and  B.    Held, 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  «/ame«  were  both  dead,  leaving  four  that  their 

children;  "Hlv.  Ahrey  was  still  living,  but  his  wife  was  per  capita,  aad 

dead,  and  they  had  nine  children.  that  on  the 

•^  death  of  ^. 

and  his  wife,  a 

Mr.  Shebbeare,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  the  children  of  ^vlg-^ij''*'"'*' 

Abrey y  contended,  that  the  children  of  the  two  families  equally, 
X     1    X        xi_  '.  amongst  the 

took  together  per  capita.  children  of  A. 


and  B. 


He  relied  on  Barnes  v.  Patch  (a) ;  Lady  Lincoln 
V.  Pelham  (b) ;  Smith  v.  Streaijield  (c) ;  Richabe  v.  C?ar- 
wood  (rf) ;  Cunningham  v.  Murray  {e). 

Mr.  Marett,  for  the  children  of  James,  The  children 
of  the  two  families  take  per  stirpes.  The  testator 
bad  two  families  in  his  mind,  and  intended  each  to 
take  a  moiety  of  the  property.  This  differs  from  the 
case  of  Lady  Lincoln  v.  Pelham   and  others,  where 

there 


(a)  8  Fes.  604.  (d)  8  Beav.  579. 

(6)  10  Vet.  166.  («)  I  DeG.i  Sm.  366. 

(c)  1  Mer.  358. 

VOL.  XVI.  F  F 
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there  was  no  previous  gift  to  the  parents  of  the  clas^ 
of  children. 

He  relied  on  Willes  v.  Dovglas{a);  Arrow  v.  Mt^i 
lish  (b) ;  Williams  on  Executors  (c) ;  Pearce  v.  JEc^^ 
meades  (d). 

Mr.  Bagshawe,  for  the  executors. 

Mr.  Shebbeare,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 
I  will  look  at  the  cases. 


1863. 
Jan.  29..  The  M ASTER  of  the  Rolls. 

This  case  arises  upon  the  construction  of  a  will  01 
testator  named  Henry  George  Hallett,  and  the  words 
the  bequest  on  which  the  question  arises  are  these : 
"  All  the  above-named  property  to  be  equally  divid 
between  Benjamin  James  and  his  wife  Ann  James,  b\ 
Charles  Abreg  dixid  his  wife,  for  the  period  of  their  nat 
ral  lives,  after  which,  to  be  equally  divided  between  th< 
children,  (that  is  to  say)  the  children  of  Benjamin  Jan^^ 
and  Charles  Abrey  above-named." 

Benjamin  James  and  Ann  his  wife  are  both  deai 
leaving  children ;  the  wife  of  Charles  Abrey  is  also  deai 
leaving  children  surviving  her  by  Charles  Abrey,  who 
still  alive. 


The  question  is,  how  the  share  of  the  property  ei 

(a)  11  Jur.  702.  (c)  Page  1154. 

(6)  \DeG.Sf  Sm.  356.  (d)  3  K  *  Co/.  246. 
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joyed  by  Benjamin  James  during  his  lifetime  is  now  to 
be  divided  ?  On  one  side^  it  is  contended,  that  only  the 
children  of  each  parent  can  take  the  share  of  that  pa- 
rent, and  that  the  children  of  Benjamin  James  will  take 
the  share  given  to  him  and  his  wife,  and  that  the  chil- 
dren of  Charles  Abrey  will  take  only  Charles  Abrey*s 
chare. 


1863. 


The  cases  of  Barnes  v.  Patch  (a);  Lady  itnco/n  v.  Pel- 

y^^fx(b);  and  Rickabe  v.  Garwood  (c) ;  decide,  that  a 

fiimd  is  to  be  distributed  per  capita  and  not  per  stirpes, 

wbcn  it  is  directed  to  be  paid  on  a  particular  event,  in 

stt  c^  h  cases  as  the  following,  namely — where  a  fund  is  to 

t>^       divided  between  the  families  of  my  brother  X.  and 

no^y    sister  £. — where  one -fourth  of  a  residue  is  to  be 

pa-  i  ^  to  the  younger  children  of  N.,  and  one  other  fourth 

pa-^^Uto  or  among  the  younger  children  of  S. — where  a 

I^^S'^^cy  is  to  paid  between  and  amongst  the  children 

^^   -^.  and  the  children  of  B.   In  all  these  instances,  the 

^^^o«:«rt  has  detennined,  that  the  distribution  is  per  capita 

^*^<i    not  per  stirpes,  and  many  other  cases  might  be 

<^*^^cl  to  the  same  effect ;  such  as  Malcolm  v.  Martin  (d) ; 

•^^d   Pearce  v.  Edmeades  (e).     Nor  have  I  found  any  de- 

cisioD  contradicting  these. 

^What  however  creates  a  distinctibn,  in  the  present 
cci^s^j  is,  that  the  share  is  given,  in  the  first  instance,  to 
th  ^  parent,  and  the  gift  afterwards  is  to  take  effect  on 
th<*  death  of  that  parent,  and  accordingly  in  the  case 
of  ^i4  rrcw  V.  Mellish  (/),  where  the  gift  was  to  this  effect: 
**  To  her  my  wife,  I  give  my  worldly  goods,  money,  and 
other  effects  for  life ;  and  at  her  death,  I  give  the  same 

to 


(«)  »    Ffi.604. 
(*)    lO  Pet.  166. 
W    S   ABr.579. 


(rf)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  49. 
(e)  3  r.  *  CoL  246. 
(/)  1  De  G.  4-  5111.  355. 
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to  my  three  nieces,  viz.,  Eizabeth,  Catherine^  and 
rah,  and  also  to  Mary  AtTow,  to  be  by  them  equally  1 
divided,  share  and  share  alike,  and  at  their  deaths  tm  ^ 
go  equally,  share  and  share  alike,  to  their  children  2*"  - 
the  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  held,  that  "their  cAil^^ 
dren'*  meant  their  respective  children"  and  accordingly  - 
divided  the  fund  per  stirpes.  His  observations  ar^ — 
these.  "  In  this  case,  the  words  *  their  children'  mus  ^ 
mean  '  their  respective  children.'  I  have  not  a  doubt  ic^ 
my  own  mind  of  the  intention  of  the  testatori  The  on\jg^ 
question  seems  to  be,  whether  I  am  bound  by  the  deci — i 
sions  in  Malcolm  v.  Martin^  Pearce  v.  Edmeades^  ancr^ 
Smith  V.  Streatjieldy  to  decide  in  favour  of  Mr.  Crick' ^ 
view  of  the  will.  I  think,  that  not  one  of  those  i 
compels  me  to  do  so,  and  I  therefore  decline  doing  so.*" 


to 
i 


The  case  before  me,  however^  is  distinguishable  froi 
the  case  of  Arrow  v.  Mellish,  because  the  words  faei 
used  by  the  testator  seem  to  exclude  the  constructioi 
placed  on  the  words  of  that  will.    Here  it  would  not 
possible  to  read  the  words  ''respective  children,"  ini 
much  as  the  testator,  as  if  purposely  to  exclude  that  con 
struction,  has  added  the  words,  "  that  is  to  say,  the  chil — 
dren  of  Benjamin  James  and  Charles  Abrey.**      Thiss- 
construction   is  also  confirmed  by  the  case  of  Smit 
V.  8treatjield(a),  there  referred  to,  which,  without  bein; 
identical,  is,  as  nearly  as  possible,  the  case  before  me 
In  that  case,  the  testatrix  gave  4^000/.  to  trustees,  to 
invested,  and  the  interest  to  be  paid  ''one-half  to  m 
cousin  Sarah,  and  the  other  half  to  my  cousin  Elizabeth 
during  the  term  of  their  natural  lives;  and  as  their  livi 
drop  and  expire,  I  direct  that  the  principal  and  interesi 
be  received,  and  be  equally  divided  among  their  chil 
dren,  when  they  shall  severally  attain  the  age  of  twenty 

on 
(a)  1  Mer.  358. 
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one  years."  Sarah  died  without  issue^  and  it  was  held, 
"that  her  share  thereupon  vested  in  the  children  of  Eli- 
jzabeth,  on  their  attaining  twenty-one. 

This  is  very  close  to  the  present  case,  and,  in  my  opi- 
nion, is  in  accordance  with  the  other  authorities  to  which 
I  have  referred,  and  must  govern  the  construction  of 
this  will.  I  am  consequently  of  opinion,  that  upon  the 
death  of  Benjamin  James  and  his  wife,  their  share  was 
divisible  per  capita  amongst  the  children  of  Benjamin 
Jameg  and  of  Charles  Ahrey. 

The  costs  must  come  out  of  the  estate. 


1863. 


CONGREVE  V.  PALMER. 


1852. 
Dcf.  15. 
Jan.  29,  1853. 
nnHE  testator,  James  GrinstoUy  by  a  codicil  made  to  Bequest  (in 

^      his  will,  and  dated  the  9th  of  November,  1820,  J^«?.9*°^- 

'for  life,  and 
increased  a  legacy  of  2,000/.,  bequeathed  by  his  first  in  default  of 

codicil  to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  Mr.  CoU  and  his  SfentTL"aUy 

wife  (the  testator's  daughter),  and  their  issue  (exclusive  amongst "  her 

of  an  eldest  son),  to  3,000/.,  but  he  directed,  that  if  Mr.  childrenl'living 

Cole  should  survive  his  wife,  and  they  had  no  children  atherde- 

cease        xleld 

living  at  her  decease,  then  that  the  interest  of  Mr.  Cole  first,  that  the  ' 

therein  should  cease  and  determine,  and  he  then  pro-  children  took 

ceeded  in  these  words  : — "  And  [  give  and  bequeath  the  tion,  and 

said  sum  to  such  uses  and  to  such  person  and  persons  ^j^^  children  of 

as  my  said  daughter  shall,  by  deed  or  will,  notwithstand-  a  sister  who 

was  dead  at 
mg  the  date  of  the 
will,  could  not 
take ;  and  se- 
condly, that  such  of  the  children  as  were  entitled  took  *'  per  stirpes." 

Distinction  between  a  gift  to  several,  with  remainder  to  their  children,  and  one  to 
several,  with  a  substitutionary  gift  to  their  children,  in  respect  to  the  children  taking 
•  per  stirpes"  or  **  per  capita" 


1820.  Lady  Brooke  died. 
1820.  CodicU. 


1821. 
1851. 


Testator  died. 
Mrs.  Cole  died. 
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1853.       i°g  coverture,  direct  or  appoint ;  and,  in  default  thereof, , 
then  equally  to  and  amongst  her  sisters  or  their  children 
living  at  her  decease/' 

The  testator  died  on  the  12th  of  March,  1821 .  Mrs.  •  < 
Cole  had  no  issue,  she  made  no  effective  appointment,^.^  mr-m  r 
and  died  on  the  3rd  of  Marchy  1851.  She  had  five^^^^^  ^ 
sisters ;  two  of  them  had  died  without  issue  in  infancy ^^  ^^^  ^=^==*c 
before  the  will  of  the  testator;  two  others  (Mrs.  Chreenway^gjK^  '^^c 
jftnd  Mrs.  Walker)  survived  the  testator,  and  died  before^-*  ^^^di 
Mrs.  Cofe,  one  of  whom,  Mrs.  Greenway,  had  nine  chil — MS-  ^ni 
dren,  three  of  whom  survived  Mrs.  Cole,  viz.  the  Plain — Mrm-  ^n 
tiff  Mrs.  Congrevcy  and  the  Defendants  Ann  and  Charless^'^^^^  ^^ 
Chreenway.  The  other  sister,  Mrs.  Walker,  had  fouK^-^^^  ^" 
children,  one  of  whom  only  survived  Mrs.  Cole.  Th^  -^^^  "^ 
remaining  sister  of  Mrs.  Cole  was  Lady  Brooke,  whc^  ^  ^  "^ 
was  dead  at  the  date  of  the  codicil,  but  left  many  chil —  ^  ^^  -*"' 
dren,  two  of  whom  were  alive  and  were  Defendants  tc^^*'  ^ 
this  cause. 


The  first  question  was,  whether  the  children  of  Ladj^^  W^-^^j 
Brooke,  who  was  dead  at  the  date  of  the  codicil,  were^^ 
excluded  taking  under  the  bequest.    The  next  ques^ — - 


e< 


tion  was,  whether  this  sum  of  money  was  to  be  divided^:^  ^^^ , 
per  capita  ov  per  stirpes ;  or,  in  other  words,  whether  the^^  ^^^ 
Defendant  Henrietta   Walker  was  to  take  one-half  of^  ^"^^  ^^ 
this  sum,  or  whether  it   was   to   be  divided   equally '^^^ 
between  her  and  the  two  other  Defendants  Ann  and  -^^ 
Charles  Greenway,  and  the  Plaintiff  Mrs.  Congreve, 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Metcalfe,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Shee,  for  the  children  of  Mrs.     ^ 
Greenway. 

Mr.  Elmsley  and  Mr.  Little,  for  the  daughter  of  Mrs.    ^  ^ 
Walker. 
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Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  De  Gex,  for  the  children  of  Lady       1853. 
JSraohe.  ^^^^^/^^ 

CONORBTK 

V. 

Mr.  Wright,  for  trustees.  Palmer. 

Montagu  v.  NuceUa  (a) ;  2  Jarman  on  Wills  (b) ;  Crooke 
T.De  Vandes  (c) ;  Richardson  v.  Spraag  (d);  Tytherleigh 
V.  Harbin{e)i  Waugh  v.  Waugh{f);  Gray  v.  Gar- 
sfan  (g) ;  Gaskell  v.  Holmes  (A) ;  J3eii  v.  Bechwith  (t ) ; 
Cioy  V.  Pennington  (A) ;  Horridge  v,  Ferguson  (/) ; 
Christopherson  v.  Nay  lor  (m) ;  Coulthurst  v.  Carter  (n)  ; 
Bouverie  v.  Bouverie  (6) ;  were  cited. 

2%6  Master  o/*  Me  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  gift  to  the  children  is  by 
way  of  substitution,  or  whether  the  children  are  objects 
of  a  present  gift? 

If  the  gift  to  the  children  be  substitutional,  they  can- 
not take  unless  their  parents  could  have  taken ;  but  if 
the  children  be  objects  of  a  present  gift,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  their  parents  should  have  survived  the  testator. 
It  has  been  suggested  that  the  word  **  or*'  means  "  and," 
and  that  therefore  the  gift  to  the  children  is  not  by  way 
of  substitution.  That  variation  of  terms  cannot  be 
admitted,  for  here  the  word  "  or"  has  a  distinct,  clear 
and  definite  meaning.  Here,  there  is  no  direct  gift  to 
the  children,  and  being  so,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
children  take  by  substitution,  and  that  the  children  of 

Lady 

(a)  1  Ru$a.  165.  (A)  3  Hare,  438. 

(6)  Page  667.  (<)  2  Beat.  308. 

(c)   9  Vet,  197.  {k)  7  Sim.  370. 

(£/)  1  P.  1F»M.434.  (/)  Jaro6, 583. 

(e)  6  Sim.  329.  (m)  1  Mer.  320. 

(/)  2  Afy.  4-  K.  41.  (n)  15  Beav.  421. 

(g)  2  Hare,  268.  (o)  2  PhUl.  349. 
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Lady  Brooke  (she  being  dead  at  the  date  of  the  codicil) 
are  excluded  from  participating  in  the  fund. 


As  to  the  second  point, 

Mr.  Roupell,  Mr.  R.  Palmer,  Mr.  Metcalfe  and  Mr. 
Shtey  argued  that  the  children  took  per  capita. 

Mr.  Elmsley  and  Mr.  Little^  contended  they  took  per 
stirpes. 

Thomas  v.  Hole  (a);  Lady  Lincoln  v.  Pelham  (b); 
Smith  V.  Stratjield{c) ;  Leigh  v.  Norhury{d) ;  Blachkr 
V.  Webb{e)\  Sturgess  v.  Pearson  (f);  Abrey  v.  New 
man  (g) ;  Butler  v.  Stratton  (A) ;  Broume  v.  Lord  Ken- 
yon  (i);  Belk  V.  Slack  {k);  Flinn  v.  Jenkins  {I);  were 
cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment  on  tIAs 
point. 


1863. 
Jan.  29.  The  MASTER  of  the  Rolls. 

This  case  is,  in  many  respects,  similar  to  the  case  ^  ^ 
Abrey  v.  Newman^  on  which  I  have  just  expressed  nt — ^^^ 
opinion.  But  the  distinction  which  exists  in  it,  ^xg^=^^ 
which  induces  me,  in  this  case,  to  come  to  an  opposir  -^  ^^ 
conclusion  to  that  at  which  I  have  arrived  in  the  formr  ^^^et 
case,  is,  that  the  gifts  here  are  not  in  remainder,  but  a-^^^ 
substitutionary.     This  is  not  a  case,  where,  in  a  partP      ^^ 

cul^  -bf 

(a)  Dick.  50;  Forresl,2ol.  (g)  Anle,p.4S\. 

(6)  10  Ves.  166.  (A)   3  Bro.  C.  C.  368. 

(c)  1  Mer.  358.  (i)    3  Mad.  410. 

(d)  13  Ves,  340.  (/c)  1  Keen,  238. 
(0  2  P.  1Fot».  383.  (/)  1  Coll.  365. 
(/)4M<M^.  411. 
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cular  event,  the  money  is  to  be  divided  between  the 
children  of  Mrs.  Cole's  sisters,  in  which  case  they  would 
take  per  capita^  but  where  in  a  particular  event  the 
money  is  to  be  paid  to  the  sisters  of  Mrs.  Coley  or 
their  children  then  living.  It  seems  an  improbable 
construction  to  say,  that  if  one  sister,  having  many 
children,  had  survived  Mrs.  Cole^  and  another  sister 
had  predeceased  her,  leaving  many  children,  that  either 
the  surviving  sister  was  to  take  the  whole,  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  children  of  the  deceased  sister,  or  that  the 
sister  and  the  nephews  and  nieces  were  to  take  equally, 
by  which  the  share  coming  to  the  family  of  the  sur- 
viving sister  would  be  seriously  diminished. 


1863. 


I  think  that  the  testator  meant  equal  benefits  to 
each  family,  and  that  the  true  construction  of  this 
bequest  is,  that  on  the  death  of  Mrs.  Cole^  the  legacy 
was  to  be  divided  into  as  many  portions  as  there  were 
sisters,  who  were  alive  at  the  time  of  the  codicil,  and 
were  either  alive  at  Mrs.  Coles  death,  or  had  died 
leaving  issue;  that  the  surviving  sister  would  take  one 
of  those  shares,  but  that  if  a  sister  had  died  and  left 
children,  these  children  would  take  their  parent's  share. 

This,  also,  is  in  accordance  with  the  case  of  Flinn  v. 
Jenkins  {a) y  to  which  I  was  referred,  and  also  to  the 
case  of  Arrow  v.  Mellish  (i),  on  which  I  have  com- 
mented, in  giving  judgment  in  the  last  case. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  in  this  case,  the 
legacy  is  distributable  per  stirpes^  and  that  one-half  be- 
longs to  the  Defendant  Henrietta  Walker^  and  that  the 
i^emaining  half  is  to  be  equally  divided  between  the 

Plaintiff 


(a)  1  CoU.  365. 


(6)  llkG.iS.  355. 
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Plaintiff  and  the  Defendants  Ann  and  Charles  Oren 
way.  The  costs  must  come  out  of  the  estate,  if  the 
be  any  residue. 


>^ei 


Jan.  31. 

On  the  death 
of  an  official 
assignee  (a 
Defendant),  a 
supplemental 
order,  substi- 
tuting his  suc- 
cessor, must 
be  obtained  as 
of  course,  and 
on  a  simple  al- 
legation un- 
supported by 
affidavit 


GORDON  V.  JESSON. 

rriHE  Defendant  Richard  Valpy,  who  was  the  offic= 
-^  assignee  of  a  bankrupt,  died  pending  the  suit/  ai 
Thomas  Bittleston  was  appointed  in  his  place.  A  moti- 
was  now  made,  under  the  15  k  16  VicL  c.  86,  s.  62, : 
an  order  to  the  effect  of  the  usual  supplemental  orda 
No  affidavit  was  made  in  support  of  the  application. 

Mr.  BeavaUy  in  support  of  the  application,  stated  tl 
it  might  be  a  question,  whether  the  new  assignee  ouj 
to  be  substituted  under  the  Bankrupt  Act  (12  &  13  f^ 
c.  106,  s.  157),  but  that  this  clause  had  been  held  oi 
to  apply  to  the  assignees  of  a  Plaintiff;  Mendham 
Robinson  (a) ;  Bainbrigge  v.  Blair  (6) ;  Man  v.  Ru 
etts  (c).  He  observed  that  an  affidavit  was  unnecessa=^ 
as  the  52nd  section  provided  that  the  order  should 
made  "  upon  an  allegation'*  merely  of  the  defect." 


=ial 
-nd 

Son 
for 
er. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  an  affidavit  unnecessary.     I  will  make 
order  in  this  case,  but  for  the  future  it  must  be  und< 
stood,  that  such  orders  should  be  obtained  as  of  coui 
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Nov.  15, 16, 
17,18,23,24. 

Feb.S,  1853. 

r^he  SHREWSBURY  and  BIRMINGHAM  Railway  During  a  con- 
Company  v.  The  LONDON  and  NORTH  WEST-  ifame'nMro^ 

ERN  Railway  Company.  competing 

railway  com- 

r^  llHIS  cause,  which,  under  different  forms,  has  been  fo  alTa^^ 

frequently  before  the  Court  (a),  now  came  on  for  mentfordi- 
•m  .  vidmgtbe 

D  Canng.  profits  earned 

by  both,  in  a 
given  propor- 
This  bill  was  filed  by  the  Shrewsbury  and  Birming-  tion,  and  for 

hatn  Railway  Company  against  the  London  and  North  [roffic^*"lord 

Western  Railway  Company  and  the  Shropshire  Union  CoUenham  and 

R&ilway  and  Canal  Company  and  two  other  Defend-  j^j^t  the  ar-    ' 

ants,  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  due  fulfilment,  and  rangement 

1^^    '   '         J    / '        r  ,   .         ^       was  not  m- 

obtainmg  the  fruits  of  an  agreement,  entered  mto  be-  valid,  as  a 

tween  the  above-mentioned  railway  companies  on  the  [|,g    "S'^"*!, 

12  th  October,  1847,  under  the  corporate  seals  of  the  three  creating  a  mo- 

conapanies,  for  the  division  of  the  traffic  upon  their  com-  {he*°yiJi,^^  ^ 

petiog  lines.  '^^  ^"^^  con- 

sidered that 
^    ^  ^  Lord  Cotlen- 

Omitting  many  lines  unnecessary  for  the  elucidation  ham  bad  de- 

f  cided  inferen- 
^'  tially.  that 
such  a  con- 
^   (a)  Reported  2  HaU  Sf  Tw.      Macn.^G.  70;  21  L.J.{Q.B.)  tract  was  not 
257;     2   MacH.  ^  G.  324;    3      89.  ultra  vtrea. 

But,  held  by 
^^_  L.  J.  Knight 

^^"^tccj  that  it  was  a  breach  of  trust,  and  by  L.  J.  Turner,  that  it  was  uUra  vires,  and 
contrary  to  public  policy. 


to  operate  *^  durinj 


'9 


^*y  such  lease  authorized  to  be  granted  by  the  said  act"    The  Master  qf  the  Rolu 
J*W,    that  the  contract  had  no  operation  until  all  the  lines  bad  been  finished ;  but 


_,^An  act  authorized  the  Shropshire  Union  to  lease  several  lines  to  the  North- Western, 
^^  S^raM6iiry  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  North-Western 
***"         ich  lease  authorized  to  b€ 
that  the  contract  had  no 
Turner  differed  in  opinion. 

A  railway  company  cannot,  in  the  absence  of  any  authority  contained  in  their  acts 
^  incorporation,  oecome  proprietors  of  steam-boats  and  carriers  of  passengers  and 

T^  by  sea. 
^^^^Qe  Court  looks  with  great  disfavour  on  an  objection  of  illegality  of  a  contract, 
^%«d  by  t  party  to  avoid  its  performance  after  be  baa  received  theconsideratioQ  for  it 
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The 

SHRBW5BU«r 

and 

BiRMIIfOBAM 

Railway 
Company 

V. 

The 
IfONDON  and 
North- 
western 
Railway 
(Dompany, 


of  the  priDciple  decided^the  following  diagram  will  8n£ 
cientiy  explain  the  relative  position  of  the  companie 


To  Literpool 


/Shrtwtburjf 


The  North  Western  passes  from  London  to  Livi 
through   Rugby,  Birmingham^  and   Stafford,  and  tl 
same  Company  had  a  lease  of  the  Stow  Valley  lim 
being  the  portion  from  Birmingham  to  Wolverhampto\ 
The  Plaintiff's  line  (the  Shrewsbury)  passed  from  Shrewi 
ftwry  through  Wellington  to  Wolverhampton.  TheS^n 
shire  Union  passed  from  S/ircir*6?/ry  through  Wellington 
to  Stafford,  and  it  had  three  other  lines  and  canals 
which  it  is  not  necessary  to  notice.    The  portion  betweec 
Shrewsbury  and    Wellington  was  common  to  the  twir 
latter  companies,  and  was  worked  by  a  joint  committees 


In  1847,  the  London  and  North  Western  Railway 
Company  and  the  Shropshire  Union  solicited  a  bill  ir^ 
Parliament,  to  authorize  the  London  and  North  Western 
Railway  Company  to  take  a  lease  of  the  undertakings  o* 
the  Shropshire  Union,  comprising  that  from  Shrewsbw 
to  Stafford.    The  effect  of  their  succeeding  in  this  appli- 
cation to  Parliament  is  obvious.     By  obtaining  the  line 

from 
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Dm  Wellington  to  Stafford,  the  North  Western  would 
Lvc  the  control  of  the  whole  traffic  between  Shrewsbury 
id  London  by  the  circuitous  route  through  Stafford,  to 
c  exclusion  of  the  direct  route  through  Wolverhampton, 
d  it  would  obtain  other  similar  advantages,  which  it  is 
I  ilecessary  to  refer  to.  The  Plaintiffs,  therefore,  na- 
rally  opposed  the  bill ;  and  to  induce  them  to  with- 
Bw  their  opposition,  an  agreement,  sighed  by  the 
ciits,  waft  entered  into,  tod  acted  upon  in  May,  1847. 
consequence  of  the  withdrawal  of  this  opposition, 
s  act  passed  on  the  2nd  July,  1847,  authorising  a  lease 
the  undertaking  of  the  Shropshire  Union  to  the  Lon- 
»3and  North  Western  Railway  Company.  The  formal 
^trument  under  the  corporate  seals  of  the  companies 
LS  afterwards  prepared,  and  was  executed  on  the  12th 
^tober,  1847. 

fiy  the  first  clause  of  this  agreement,  the  three  rail- 
-y  companies  covenanted,  '^  during  the  continuance 
any  such  lease  authorized  to  be  granted  by  the  said 
ij**  to  keep  an  account  of  the  traffic  from  Shrewsbury 
d  Wellington  to  Rugby,  or  any  place  to  the  south  | 
d  of  the  monies  received  from  that  source. 
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By  the  second,  they  undertook  to  furnish  each  other 
Ji  half-yearly  accounts  of  these  matters ;  and  the  mo-^ 
8  received  in  respect  of  the  distance  between  Shrews- 
'y  and  Stafford,  and  Shrewsbury  and  Wolverhampton, 
re  to  be  ascertained  and  divided,  and  seven-thir-* 
nths  paid  to  the  Plaintiffs  and  six-thirteenths  to  the 
fendants. 

By  the  third,  the  Defendants  undertook,  "  during  the 
^tinuance  of  any  such  lease,"  not  to  convey  anything 
Oi  Shrewsbury  or  Wellington,  or  from  any  point  be- 
^en  those  two  places,  to  any  point  or  place  on  the  line 
the  Plaintifis'  railway  or  the  Birmingham  and  Stour 

Valley 
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Valley  Railway,  nor  to  use  the  line  by  Gnosal  an 
Stafford  "  to  compete  for  any  traffic  which  properly  b 
longed  to  the  Shrewsbury  and  Birmingham  Railwa 
Company." 

By  the  fourth  clause^  it  was  stipulated,  that  the  coi 
tract  should  not  be  evaded  by  any  **  arrangement,  schemi 
device  or  contrivance/'  and  that  questions  arising  upo 
it  should  be  referred  to  the  arbitration  of  Robert  8t 
phenson,  or  in' case  of  his  death  or  absence,  to  the  arb 
tration  of  an  umpire  to  be  appointed  by  the  railwa 
commissioners. 

By  the  fifth  clause,  the  Plaintiffs  were  to  have  libert 
to  determine  the  agreement,  by  giving  six  calends 
months'  notice  in  writing  of  their  intention  so  to  do. 

The  Plaintiffis'  line  of  railway  was  opened  on  th 
13th  November,  1849,  and  they  applied  to  the  Defend 
ants,  the  railway  companies,  to  keep  the  accounts  abov 
specified,  and  to  deliver  abstracts  thereof.  This  was  nc 
done;  and  in  the  month  of  December  following,  th 
Plaintifls  filed  their  bill  in  this  cause,  praying  that  th 
Defendants,  the  railway  companies,  might  be  decreed  t 
perform  the  matters  specified  in  the  contract.  Th 
prayer  of  the  bill,  in  this  respect,  closely  followed  th 
words  of  the  agreement,  and  prayed  likewise  for  an  ic 
junction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  carrying  paf 
sengers,  cattle,  goods,  or  other  matters  or  things  frot 
Shrewsbury  or  Wellington,  or  from  any  point  betwee 
those  places,  to  any  point  or  place  in  the  line  of  th 
Plaintiffs  or  the  Stour  Valley  Railway;  and  from  usin 
the  line  by  Gnosal  and  Stafford  to  compete  for  an 
traffic  which  belonged  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

A  demurrer  was  put  in  to  this  bill  by  the  Defendanti 
which  was  argued  before  the  late  Vice-Chancellor  c 
England  early  in  1850,  and  was  allowed  by  him.     Thi 

wa 
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ifvas  carried  by  appeal  to  Lord  Cottenham,  who  reversed 
that  decision,  and  granted  an  injunction  till  answer  or 
further  order  (a).  On  the  answer  being  put  in,  an  ap- 
plication was  made,  in  December ^  1850,  to  the  Lord- 
Chancellor  Truro f  to  discharge  that  injunction  (&).  His 
lordship  thought,  that  the  propriety  of  granting  an  in- 
junction could  not  be  determined,  till  various  legal  ques- 
tions, on  which  the  Plaintiffs'  equity  mainly  depended, 
bad  been  determined  at  law.  Be  therefore  discharged 
ibe  injunction  granted  by  Lord  Cottenkam,  and  gave 
liberty  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  bring  such  action  as  they 
might  be  advised,  the  Plaintiffs  and  Defendants  mutually 
undertaking  to  keep  all  the  required  accounts  of  traffic. 
The  action  was  brought  accordingly,  and  upon  the 
determination  of  that  action  by  the  judgment  of  the 
Queen's  Bench  in  November^  1851  (c),  the  motion  for  an 
injunction  was  renewed  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
in  the  early  part  of  last  year ;  when  the  motion,  by  ar- 
rangement, stood  over  till  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 

It  is  necessary  to  add,  that  no  lease  appeared  ever  to 
have  been  granted  by  the  Shropshire  Union,  whose  lines, 
except  that  from  Shrewsbury  to  Stafford,  had  never  been 
completed. 

The  Defendants  filed  a  cross  bill  to  bring  before  the 
Court  certain  arrangements  entered  into  by  the  Plain- 
tiffs since  the  filing  of  the  original  bill,  and  which,  they 
contended,  formed  a  just  defence  to  this  suit. 

'Nlv.Rolt,  Mr.  Hardy,  and  Mr.  Giffard,  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs, insisted,  that  the  validity  of  the  contract  had  been 
finally  determined  by  the  decisions  of  Lord  Cottenham 
and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.    That  the  contract 

had 
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(a)  2  HaU   ^  Tw.  257;    2 


(6)  3  Macn.  if  G.  70. 
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had  come  into  operatioD,  although  a  lease  had  not  been 
actually  granted ;  for  this  Court  would  regard  as  done, 
that  which  had  been  agreed  to  be  done,  and  would  not 
allow  a  party  to  set  up  his  own  default,  as  a  defence 
to  the  performance  of  his  part  of  a  contract.  That  it 
was  neither  seemly  nor  equitable  for  a  large  public  com- 
pany to  retain  the  consideration  and  repudiate  the  con- 
tract for  which  it  had  been  paid. 

Mr.  Bethell,  Mr.  Pollett,  and  Mr.  Priory  for  the  Lon- 
don and  North  Western  Company,  argued,  that  Lord  Cot-- 
^^^a/it'«  decision  was  not  conclusive,  for  Lord  Truro  had 
afterwards  dissolved  the  injunction,  and  that  the  points 
of  law  had  not  all  been  determined  by  the  decision  of 
the  Queen's  Bench.  That  the  agreement  was  illegal, 
being  a  fraud  on  Parliament,  and  opposed  to  public 
policy  as  tending  to  a  monopoly,  and  the  destruction 
of  that  open  competition,  and  that  full  benefit  of  the 
railroads  to  the  public,  which  it  had  always  been  the 
object  of  the  legislature  to  secure.  Secondly,  that  it 
was  beyond  the  powers  of  the  directors  to  enter  into 
such  a  contract,  which  was  in  the  nature  of  a  partner- 
ship between  two  railway  companies  ;  and  that  their  acts 
did  not  empower  them  to  do  so,  and  involving,  as  it  did,  a 
breach  of  trust  as  against  the  shareholders,  that  this  Court 
could  not  enforce  the  agreement.  Thirdly,  that  the  agree- 
ment had  not  yet  come  into  operation ;  for  according  to 
the  true  construction  of  the  contract  and  the  acts,  it  was 
not  to  come  into  effect  until  all  the  lines  had  been  com- 
pleted, and  '^  a  lease"  of  the  whole  undertaking  actually 
granted.  Fourthly,  that  the  conduct  of  the  Plaintifis, 
and  the  engagements  entered  into  by  them  subsequent 
to  the  filing  of  the  bill,  rendered  it  inequitable  to  enforce 
the  agreement. 

Mr.  Willcock  and  Mr.  Chapman,  for  the  Shropshire 
Union  Company. 

Mr 


—  i 
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"Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.JameSy  for  the  chairman  of 
the  North  Western  Company. 

Mr.  Rolt,  in  reply. 

The  following  cases  were  cited :  The  East  Anglian 
Railways  Company  v.  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Com- 
pany (a);  Gage  v.  The  Newmarket  Railway  Com- 
pany (6) ;  Natusch  v.  Irving  (c) ;  Colman  v.  Eastern 
Counties  Railway  Company  (d) ;  Bagskaw  v.  Eastern 
Union  Railway  Company  (e) ;  Cohen  v.  Wilkinson  (/) ; 
Hawkes  v.  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company  (^); 
Edwards  v.  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company  (A); 
The  Great  Northern  Railway  Company  v.  Eastern 
Counties  Railway  Company  (i) ;  Beman  v.  RuffordQt) ; 
Bainhrigge  v.  Baddelet/ (I) ;  Croome  v.  Lediard(fn); 
Squire  v.  Campbell  (n);  Sutton* s  Hospital  Case(o); 
Mac  Gregor  v.  Dover  and  Deal  Railway  Company  (p) ; 
8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  87. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  his  judgment. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  case  of  the  Plaintiffs  is,  that  the  Defendants 
have  entered  into  an  agreement  which  they  have  vio- 
lated, and  that  they  ought  to  be  restrained  from  so 
doing.  The  Defendants,  on  the  other  hand,  contend, 
that  the  agreement  is  void  in  law,  as  being  both  contrary 
to  public  policy,  and  also  as  being  beyond  the  powers 

which 


(fl)  11  C.  B.  Rep.  775. 
(6)  21  L.J.  (Q.B.)  398. 
(c)  Gow  on  Partnership f  407. 
id)  10  Beav,  1. 
(0   2  H.  4-  Tw,  201. 
(/)  12Bffl».  125,  138. 
ig)  \DeG.M,SfGor.  737. 
(h)  1  Myl,  4-  Cr,  650;  7  Sim, 
337. 

VOL.  XVI.  G  G 


(i)   9  Hare,  306. 

(k)  1  Sim.  (JV.  5.)  550. 

(/)  3  Macn,  Sf  Gor.  413,  and 

13  Beav.  355. 
(m)  2  MJ//.4-X.  251. 
(n)  1  MyL  Sf  Cr.  459. 
(o)  10  Coke,  I  a. 
(p)  22L.J.  (Q.B.)69. 
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which  the  companies  possess  under  their  acts  of  incor- 
poration ;  and  if  they  fail  in  this,  they  contend,  that  the 
period  when  the  agreement  is  to  come  into  operation 
has  not  yet  arrived,  and  that  it  cannot  do  so  until  an 
actual  lease  shall  have  been  granted  of  all  the  lines  of 
railway  mentioned  in  the  act  which  is  referred  to  in 
the  agreement;  and,  lastly,  they  contend,  that  the  acts 
complained  of  by  the  Plaintiffs  are  not  any  violation  of 
the  contract  entered  into.  The  Plaintiffs  contend,  that  alL 
these  questions  have,  in  truth,  been  determined  in  theic- 
favour  in  this  cause,  by  Lord  CottenAam,  and  that 

far  as  the  Court  of  Law  has  come  to  any  decision  upoi   \ 

these  questions,  it  has  confirmed  the  decision  of  Lon    ^1 
Cotlenham, 


The  Defendants  contend,  that  Lord  CottenhaaCs  d&» 
cision,  which  was  before  the  answer  was  put  in,  is  no^ 
conclusive  on  these  points;  that  the  Court  must  be 
governed  by  the  decision  of  Lord  Truro^  who  dissolved 
the  injunction ;  and  that  the  questions  which  Lord  Truro 
wished  to  have  determined  at  law,  have  not,  in  fact, 
been  so  determined,  by  reason  of  the  form  adopted  and 
the  course  pursued  at  law,  and  that  consequently,  this 
Court  ought  to  direct  the  Plaintiffs  to  complete  their 
proceedings  at  law,  in  order  that  the  questions  still  re- 
maining between  the  Plaintiffs  and  Defendants  may  be 
submitted  to  the  decision  of  the  Court  of   Common 
Law,  in  the  regular  manner,  and  that  in  the  mean  time, 
this  cause  ought  to  be  directed  to  stand  over.     I  am 
not,  however,  disposed  to  adopt  the  course  thus  urged 
upon  me.     Upon  a  full  consideration  of  the  matter,  I 
have  thought  it  better  for  the  parties  themselves,  and 
more  consistent  with  the  duties  imposed  upon  the  Court, 
especially  since  the  late  statute  (a),  to  endeavour,  myself, 

to 
(a)  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86, 88. 61,  62. 
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to  come  to  the  best  conclusion  I  could  on  the  questions 
at  issue,  and  that  by  these  means  these  questions  pro- 
bably would,  at  an  earlier  period,  come  to  be  decided 
by  the  highest  tribunal,  with  such  assistance  as  they 
might  think  fit  to  require,  than  if  I  sent  the  questions 
to  be  tried,  on  the  remaining  issues  not  disposed  of  by 
the  judgment  on  the  demurrer  at  law. 

In  determining  therefore  myself  the  points  before 
me,  I  have,  in  the  course  of  doing  so,  to  examine  how 
far  I  am  or  ought  to  consider  myself  bound  by  what 
has  already  been  decided  respecting  them,  and  whether 
that  decision  is  to  be  treated  as  final ;  or  if  not,  what 
the  points  are  which  remain  to  be  finally  determined 
between  the  parties.  The  fact  of  the  agreement  having 
been  executed  is  admitted ;  the  fact  that  it  was  entered 
into  in  consideration  of  the  Plaintiffs  having  withdrawn 
their  opposition  to  the  bill  solicited  by  the  Defendants 
in  Parliament  is  also  admitted.  There  was,  therefore, 
a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  it,  and  unless  there 
be  some  valid  objection  to  the  agreement  itself,  or  unless 
the  time  for  its  coming  into  operation  has  not  arrived, 
that  agreement  must  be  enforced,  and  the  Defendants 
restrained  from  doing  any  acts  in  violation  of  it;  and 
in  the  determination  of  which  last  question,  the  Court 
will  look  at  the  substance  and  not  the  form,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining  whether  the  acts  done,  though  not 
in  terms,  are  not,  in  substance,  violations  of  the  agree- 
ment. 
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The  first  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  agreement 
18  a  valid  or  an  invalid  agreement.  The  main  grounds 
on  which  the  Defendants  urged  that  the  agreement  was 
invalid  were,  first,  that  it  was  injurious  to  and  therefore 
a  fraud  upon  the  public,  by  creating  a  monopoly ;  and 
secondly,  that  it  was  not  within  the  scope  of  the  acts 
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of  Parliament  incorporating  these  railways,  tbat  one 
of  them  should  enter  into  a  partnership,  as  it  were,  with 
another  railway  company,  for  the  purpose  of  dividing 
the  profits  earned  by  them  in  any  undertaking. 

The  first  ground  of  invalidity  has  been  overruled  by 
the  decision  of  Lord  Cottenham,  and  by  that  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench.     The  second  ground  of  inva- 
lidity is  not  entered  into  very  fully  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, in  his  reported  judgment,  and  does  not  appear  to 
me  to  be  mentioned  in  the  judgment  delivered  at  law.    It 
must,  however,  be  considered  to  have  been  inferentially 
decided  by  both  these  tribunals,  in  deciding  that  the 
agreement  was  valid  and  legal.   And  assuming  that  this 
species  of  partnership  was  not  within  the  scope  of  the 
earlier  acts,  yet  if  it  be  expressly  authorized  by  the  later 
one,  *^  it  might  be  difficult  to  contend  successfully  (to 
employ  the  expressions  used  by  Lord  Cottenham),  tbat 
the  later  act  was  a  breach  of  the  contract  entered  into  with 
the  parliament  which  framed  the  earlier  acts,  and  tbat 
consequently  it  could  not  acquire  force  and  validity." 
It  is  no  doubt  certain,  for  instance,  that  a  railway  com- 
pany cannot,  in  the  absence  of  any  authority  contained 
in  their  act  of  incorporation,   become   proprietors  of 
steam  boats  and  carriers  of  passengers  and  goods  by 
sea ;  but  if  Parliament,  aware  of  this  fact,  think  fit  to 
pass  a  subsequent  act,  authorizing  the  railway  company 
so  to  do,  it  would  be  too  much  to  contend  that  this  act 
cannot  have  force  or  validity   because  it  is  directly  in- 
consistent with  the  powers  and  duties  conferred  upon 
the  company  by  their  act  of  incorporation.     Finding, 
therefore,  that   tliis  question  of  the  invalidity  of  the 
agreement  has,  in  truth,  been  decided  in  favour  of  the 
Plaintiffs,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  and  that  no  Judge, 
in  the  course  of  these  proceedings,  has  expressed  any 
doubt  on  this  point,  it  would  be  impossible  for  me,  even 

if 
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I  entertained  graver  doubts  on  the  subject  than  I  am 

sposed  to  do,  to  act  in  defiance  of  these  opinions  of 

e  Lord  Chancellor  and  the  Queen*s  Bench,  or  to  refuse 

e  Plaintiffs  relief,  on  any  grounds  connected  with  the 

-^ralidity  or  illegality  of  the  agreement.     In  addition 

which,  I  fully  concur  in  the  sentiment,  stated  at  the 

r  to  have  been  expressed  by  Lord  Sl  Leonards,  in 

'^^twkes  V.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company,  to 

\  effect,  that  the  Court  looks  with  great  disfavour  on 

\  objection  of  illegality  of  a  contract  urged  by  a  party 

that  contract,  in  order  to  avoid  the  performance  of 

8  which  he  has  stipulated  to  do,  and  for  which  he 

I  received  the  consideration  he  had  contracted  for. 
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next  question,  however,  stands  on  very  different 
^iinds;  it  is  this,  whether  the  agreement  is  to  come 
3  effect  before  a  lease  is  granted,  in  accordance  with 
power  and  authority  for  that  purpose  contained  in 
act  of  10  &  1 1  Vict.  c.  cxxi.     On  this  point,  with 
^rence  to  the  question  of  how  far  it  is  settled  by 
ision  in  this  cause,  I  think  it  is  material  to  refer, 
^*^c^^  more,  to  the  history  of  the  proceedings  in   this 
^^-^^«e.    The  Vite-Chancellor  of  England  was  of  opi- 
'^^OK^,  that  the  time  for  granting  the  lease  had  not  yet 
•^■"^^^n,  and  that  accordingly,  the  time  for  the  agree- 
^*^^xit  to  come  into  operation  had  not  yet  arrived,  and 
^^   ^bat  ground,  allowed  the  demurrer  of  the  Defend- 
^*^t3.     Lord  Cotten/iam,  on  appeal,  in  overruling  the 
^^tx^nrrer,  dissented  from   that  view  of  the  case,  and 
^^s  of  opinion,  that  the  lease,  or  the  relation  of  land- 
lord and  tenant,  was  to  come  into  operation,  on  each 
^Iway  as  it  was  completed,  and  on  being  asked  to 
gntnta  case  for  the  opinion  of  a  Court  of  Law,  gene- 
raUy,  on  the  construction  of  the  agreement,  stated,  that 
tba  time  for  doing  so  would  be  at  the  hearing  of  the 
caose. 

On 
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On  the  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  after  th^ 
answer  was  filed,  Lord  Truro  sent  the  whole  question  off" 
the  construction  of  the  contract  and  statute  to  the  con- 
sideration of  a  Court  of  Law,  by  directing  the  Plaintifis 
to  bring  an  action  at  law.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that 
Lord  Truro  considered,  that  Lord  Cottenhanis  judgment 
was  not  conclusive  on  this  subject,  but  that  it  ought 
properly  to  undergo  further  discussion,  before  the  Court 
of  Chancery  could  properly  decide  it,  and  this  was  not 
contrary  to  Lord  Cottenham^s  view,  who  could  not,  with 
propriety,  on  demurrer,  have  adopted  the  course  taken 
by  Lord  Truro, 


I  consider,  therefore,  that  the  decisions  of  the  Lord 
Chancellors  leave  this  question  to  be  decided,  subse- 
quently, by  the  Court  before  which  it  might  properly 
come.  How  far  this  question  has  been  determined  at 
law  is  a  matter  of  contest,  and  does  not  appear  to  me 
to  be  very  plain.  It  has  been  decided,  undoubtedly, 
that  in  the  absence  of  a  lease,  the  agreement  had  not 
come  into  operation ;  but  whether  if  a  lease  were  now 
granted  of  that  part  of  the  line,  from  Shrewsbury  to 
Stafford^  it  would  be  a  lease  in  pursuance  with  the  au- 
thority contained  in  the  act,  I  do  not  find  to  be  decided  ; 
and  as  I  cannot,  after  Lord  Truro  s  decision,  treat  it  as 
settled  by  Lord  Cottenham,  I  must  either  decide  that 
question  myself,  or  put  it  into  such  a  course  of  proceed- 
ing, that  it  may  receive  a  proper  decision.  Consistently 
with  the  provisions  of  the  late  statute,  which  forbid  my 
sending  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  a  Court  of  Law,  I  have 
not  seen  my  way  to  obtaining  a  satisfactory  decision 
upon  it,  by  any  course  of  legal  proceeding.  Besides 
this,  there  are  certain  equitable  considerations  which 
arise,  and  could  not  be  disposed  of  by  the  decision  of  a 
Court  of  Law ;  I  have,  therefore,  for  these  reasons,  and 

those 
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which  I  have  already  stated,  thought  it  incumbent 
n  me  to  determine  this  question  myself. 


Before  considering  this  question  in  detail,  I  think  it 
ht  to  distinguish  between  what  may  be  termed  the 
]  and  the  equitable  view  of  this  question.    The  fact 
no  lease  having  been  granted,  is  admitted  to  have 
m  conclusive  in  Courts  of  Common  Law  against  the 
ntiflb,  but  it  is  contended,  that  in  equity,  the  mere 
^^cumstance  that  an  indenture  of  demise  has  been  or 
^  not  been  executed,  will  not  be  material ;  that  equity 
s  that  as  done  which  ought  to  be  done,  and  regu- 
the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties,  exactly  in 
same  manner  as  if  the  documents,  giving  what  is 
Sed,  technically,  legal  effect  to  them,  had  been  exe- 
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lis  principle  is  not,  in  truth,  disputed,  on  the  other 

but  it  is  contended,  that  it  is  inapplicable  to  the 

it  case,  for  that,  according  to  the  true  construction 

lie  agreement,  that  instrument  was  neither  expressed 

intended  to  be  operative,  until  a  lease  was  granted 

Lccordance  with  the  statute,  and  that  under  the  pro- 

^'^^mons  of  that  statute,  not  only  has  no  lease  been 

^A  ^fc^Kited,  but  that  no  lease  could  be  granted ;  and  that  if 

^■^^     indenture  of  demise  were  now  prepared  and  exe-. 

^'^^'tked  by  the  two  companies,  it  would  be  a  mere  void 

^'^'^^Criiment,  for  that  the  time  when  the  statute  authorizes 

^«^     lease  has  not  yet  arrived.     I  am  of  opinion,  that 

^^is  is  the  point  into  which  this  question  resolves  itself. 

^^9  recording  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  a  lease 

^^ight  be  granted  of  that  portion  of  the  undertaking 

^\iicb  is  now  actually  completed  and  open  to  traffic; 

^^  if,  according  to  the  provisions  of  that  act,  the  London 

«»d  North-Westem  Railway  Company  are  to  be  treated 

tt  the  actual  lessees  of  that  portion  of  the  undertaking, 

although 
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although  no  such  lease  has  been  granted,  then  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  time  for  the  agreement  coming  into 
operation  has  actually  arrived.     It  depends,  therefore, 
partly  on  the  contract,  and  partly  upon  the  effect  to  be 
given  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Parliament,  the 
construction  of  which  must  be  the  same  both  at  law  and 
in  equity.    The  first  question  is,  the  effect  of  the  agree* 
ment  of  the  12th  of  October,  1847.    It  is  made  between 
the  Plaintiffs  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Defendants,  the 
railway  companies,  of  the  other  part.  It  recites,  that  the 
railway  between  Shrewsbury  and  Wellington  is  common 
to  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Shropshire  Union;  it  then 
recites,  that  a  bill  was  introduced  to  authorize  a  lease  of 
the  Shropshire  Union  to  the  London  and  North-Western 
Railway  Company,  and  that  it  was  opposed  by  the 
Plaintiffs.      The   third    recital   is   in   these   words:  — 
'^  Whereas  the  London  and  Birmingham  Railway  Com- 
pany agreed  to  withdraw  their  opposition  to  the  said 
bill,  on  its  being  mutnally  arranged  and  agreed,  between 
the  said  companies,  that  the  covenants  and  agreements 
hereinafter  contained  should  be  mutually  entered  into 
by  them,  or  an  act  of  Parliament,  being  obtained  for 
authorizing  such  lease  as  aforesaid"  (i.  e.  a  lease  in  per- 
petuity of  the  undertaking  of  the  Shropshire  Union  Rail- 
ways and  Canal  Company,  to  the  London  and  North- 
Western  Railway  Company),  "  or  a  lease  between  the 
same  parties,  of  any  part  of  the  said  undertaking  between 
Shrewsbury  and  Stafford;  and  whereas  such  act  was 
obtained  durino^  the  last  session  of  Parliament." 


Then  comes  the  first  clause  of  the  agreement,  which 
is  to  take  effect  **  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times 
hereafter,  during  the  continuance  of  any  such  lease 
authorized  to  be  granted  by  such  act  ;'*  that  is,  during 
the  continuance  of  any  lease,  either  of  the  whole  under- 
taking, or  a  lease  of  any  part  of  the    undertaking 

between 
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-Eween  Shrewsbury  and  Stafford;  provided  only,  that 
shall  be  a  lease  which  is  authorized  to  be  granted  by 
zh  act  The  third  clause  is,  that  during  the  continu- 
:::e  of  any  such  lease  as  aforesaid,  the  Defendants  will 
K  carry  passengers  or  goods  within  the  prohibited 
tuts  or  compete  for  traffic  belonging  to  the  Plaintiffs, 
is,  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  plain,  that  according  to 
^^  articles  of  agreement,  it  is  to  have  effect  during 
i  continuance  of  any  lease  authorized  to  be  granted 
the  act,  whether  the  lease  so  authorized  be  of  the 
ole  or  only  of  such  part  as  before  mentioned. 
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^o  determine  this  I  turn  to  the  act.    There  is  no 

:stion  but  that  the  act  authorizes  a  lease  of  the  whole 

lertaking;  the  question  is,  whether,  in  the  events 

ch  have  occurred,  and  in  the  present  state  and  cir- 

^  ^^  laastances  of  the  railways  and  the  parties,  as  these 

^'■^^i.tters  appear  in  evidence  before  me,  the  act  authorizes 

^     l^ase  of  a  part  of  the  undertaking,  viz.  of  that  part 

^liich  constitutes  the  line  from  Shrewsbury  to  Stafford. 


-A.fter  carefully  considering  the  provisions  of  the  sta- 
^^te,  with  a  view  to  this  subject,  and  weighing  the  argu- 
oaents  of  Counsel  and  the  judgment  of  Lord  Cottenham 
^n    the  subject,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  a 
l^ase  of  that  part  of  the  undertaking  between  Shrews- 
^ry  and  Stafford,  which  is  completed,  is  not  authorized 
^y   any  of  the  provisions  of  the  leasing  act.     In  the 
fit^t  place,  there  is  only  one  clause  that  authorizes  any 
lease  to  be  granted :  that  clause  is  the  first ;  it  recites 
the  various  works  which  constitutes  the  undertaking  of 
^©  Shropshire  Union  Railways  and  Canal  Company, 
^^d  it  then  empowers  and  requires  the  Shropshire  Union 
^^ways  and  Canal  Company  to  grant,  and  it  empowers 
^"^d  requires  the  London  and  North-Western  Railway 
^^Bttpany  to  accept,  a  lease,  in  perpetuity,  of  the  under- 
taking. 
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taking.  Not  a  word  is  here  said  of  any  authority  or 
power  to  grant  a  lease  of  any  portion  of  that  under- 
taking. If  it  stood  on  this  clause  alone,  no  doubt  or 
question  could,  in  my  opinion,  be  raised  upon  it.  There 
are  no  words,  from  whence  it  could  be  successfully 
argued,  that  the  Shropshire  Union  had  a  power  to  lease 
a  part  only  of  the  undertaking.  On  looking  through  the 
rest  of  the  act,  I  am  unable  to  find  any  clause  which,  in 
express  terms,  authorizes  the  granting  of  a  lease  of  a 
part  only  of  the  undertaking.  If,  therefore,  such  a 
power  is  to  be  found  in  the  act,  it  must  be  by  implica- 
tion or  necessary  inference,  to  be  drawn  from  the  provi- 
sions contained  in  the  other  clauses,  and  from  the  general 
scope  and  purpose  of  the  act 


The  next  nine  sections  do  not  appear  to  me  to  have 
any  bearing  on  this  point.  The  first  section  relied  on 
for  this  purpose  is  the  eleventh,  which  enacts,  that  when 
a  portion  of  the  undertaking  is  completed,  the  London 
and  North  Western  Railway  Company  are  to  be  put  into 
complete  possession  of  that  portion  for  the  purpose  of 
working  it;  and  the  nineteenth  section,  which  is  the 
next  relied  upon,  provides,  that  the  London  and  North 
Western  Railway  Company  shall  pay,  for  the  portion 
so  completed  and  into  possession  of  which  they  have 
been  placed,  a  rent,  bearing  the  same  proportion  to  the 
whole  rent  to  be  paid,  as  the  capital  expended  in  the 
formation  of  that  portion  of  the  line  bears  to  the 
capital  required  to  be  employed  for  the  whole  under- 
taking, that  is,  half  the  rate  per  cent,  of  the  dividend 
paid  on  the  shares  of  the  London  and  North  Western 
Railway  Company,  and  so  from  time  to  time,  as  each 
part  of  the  undertaking  is  completed.  The  section  is  in 
these  words.     [His  Honor  here  read  it,] 


The  construction  of  these  clauses  appears  to  me  to 

be 
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>  plain;  it  is,  that  when  the  whole  undertaking  is  com- 
le^ed,  the  lease  of  the  whole  shall  be  granted  to  the 
,€9dmdon  and  North  Western  Railway  Company,  at  a 
50^^  which  shall  be  equal  to  a  dividend  on  all  the 
ipital  raised  and  expended  in  the  formation  of  the 
adertaking,  of  half  the  amount  of  the  rate  per  cent, 
f  tbe  dividend  paid  on  London  and  North  Western 
Lailway  shares,  but  as  each  portion  of  the  under- 
kking  is  completed,  the  London  and  North  Western 
iiall  be  put  into  possession  of  such  portion,  and  shall 
ay  a  proportional  rent  for  that  portion,  according  to 
ne  rate  above  stipulated. 
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This  certainly  does  not  amount  to  or  constitute  a 

ease,  or  any  authority  to  grant  a  lease,  either  at  law  or 

Q   equity.     And  it  is  always  to  be  borne  in  mind,  in 

^onaidering  this  question,  that  no  power  of  granting  or 

accepting  a  lease  is  to  be  found,  in  the  original  acts 

it^corporating  these  railway  companies,  and  that,  there- 

'^^rc,  no  valid  lease  could  be  granted  or  accepted  by  the 

companies,  except  such  as  was  authorized  by  this  sta- 

^te.    I  have  read  through  the  rest  of  this  statute,  to 

8^«  whether,  from  any  of  the  other  clauses,  any  such 

wathority  could  be  inferred,  but  I  have  not  been  able  to 

fi^idany.     The  twelfth  section  has  no  bearing  on  the 

^l^estion ;  the  thirteenth  section  directs  the  London  and 

^€nth  Western  Railway   Company  to  keep   separate 

tt^^onnts  of  the  undertaking  thereby  authorized  to  be 

leased,  or  so  much  thereof  as  shall,  from  time  to  time, 

be  under  the  power  of  the  London  and  North  Western 

Bailway  Company  by   virtue   of  that   act;    thereby 

dniwing  a  clear   distinction    between  the  lease  which 

^^  to  comprise  the  whole,  and  the  possession  of  the 

Zwdbn  and  North  Western  Railway  Company  which 

loight  be  of  part. 

The 
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The  fourteenth  section  has  no  bearing  on  the  point 
It  speaks  of  the  railways  authorized  to  be  leased,  but 
contains  nothing  from  whence  a  separate  lease  of  this 
is  to  be  inferred.  The  fifteenth  section  draws  the  same 
distinction  as  the  thirteenth.  The  sixteenth  sectioQ 
speaks  of  the  undertaking  authorized  to  be  leased,  as  if 
it  were  one  thing. 

The  seventeenth  and  eighteenth  have  no  bearing  on 
the  question.  The  twentieth,  twenty-first ,  twenty-second 
and  twenty-third  sections  are  also  silent  on  this  point 
The  twenty-fourth  speaks  of  the  lease  of  the  said  Rail- 
ways thereby  authorized,  as  if  only  one  lease  existed 
thereof.  The  twenty-fifth  speaks  "of  the  lease 'hereby 
authorized  to  be  made,  and  notwithstanding  such  lease," 
as  being  clearly  a  lease  of  the  whole  undertaking.  The 
twenty-sixth  section  is  different.  This  section  dis- 
tinctly speaks  of  leases  in  the  plural.  The  clause  is  to 
this  effect.     [His  Honor  read  it.] 


I  am  unable  to  explain  why  the  word  is  here  in  the 
plural,  but  I  find  no  passage  in  the  statute  which  autho- 
rizes more  than  one  lease,  and  no  other  passage  which 
speaks  of  more  than  one  lease,  either  directly  or  in- 
ferentially.     It  would  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  be  too 
violent  a  construction  to  infer,  from  this  word  being 
in  the  plural,  that  a  lease  was  to  be  granted  of  each 
railway   as  it  was   completed.      The   twenty-seventh, 
twenty-eighth,  twenty-ninth  and  thirtieth  clauses  have 
no  bearing  on  the  question  either  way.     The  thirty-first 
is  important,  and  is,  in  my  opinion,  decisive  against  the 
construction  which  the  Plaintiffs  seek  to  place  on  this 
act.     It  is  to  this  effect.     [His  Honor  read  it.']     This 
section,  therefore,  positively  prohibits  the    Shropshire 
Union  Company  from  granting,  and  the  London  and 
North   Western  Railway   Company  from  accepting,  a 
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se  of  the  undertaking,  unless  it  shall  have  been 
>'wedy  that  one-half  of  the  whole  amount  of  capital 
the  whole  undertaking  has  been,  not  merely  paid, 
t  actually  expended  for  the  purposes  of  the  under- 
Ling. 


C^ourts  of  Justice  have,  in  the  construction  they  have 
t  on  acts  of  Parliament,  taken  great  liberty  with  the 
^ressions  contained  in  them,  and  virtually,  in  many 
tes,  have,  by  degrees,  overruled  what  probably  was 
t  intention  of  the  legislature ;  but  such  violence  upon 
cict  of  Parliament  I  never  met  with,  in  any  case,  as 
say,  that  when  Parliament  authorizes  a  lease  to  be 
^nted,  which  could  not  be  granted  without  that  au^ 
mty,  and  imposes  as  a  condition,  that  before  the  lease 
granted,  a  particular  sum  of  money  shall  be  subscribed 
d  spent  in  a  particular  manner,  that  is  a  condition 
lich  may  be  wholly  disregarded,  and  that  not  only  a 
1.86  may  be  made  without  that  being  done,  but  fur- 
^r,  that  a  lease  may  be  made  of  a  portion  of  it,  upon 
proportional  part  of  that  sum  being  subscribed  and 
'pended.  The  remaining  clauses  of  the  act,  from  the 
^fty-second  to  the  thirty-ninth,  both  inclusive,  do  not 
%ct  the  question  under  consideration. 

^hat  I  have  to  consider  is,  whether  in  the  state  of 
■  V)g8,  and  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  which  I  have 
Kerred  to,  in  detail,  a  lease  might  be  granted  of  the 
^rtion  of  the  undertaking  which  is  completed,  or,  what 

the  same  thing,  whether  the  Shropshire  Union  Com- 
^ny  could  compel  the  London  and  North  Western 
^ilway  Company  to  accept  such  a  lease,  or  whether 
y^e  London  and  North  Western  Railway  Company  could 
compel  the  Shropshire  Union  Company  to  grant  such  a 
lease?  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  neither  Company,  how- 
ever 
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ever  desirous  to  do  bo,  could   have  enforced  such  a 
lease  being  either  accepted  or  granted. 

It  was  urged  by  Counsel,  that  the  act  authorized  a 
lease  of  the  railway  from  Shrewsbury  to  Stafford,  and 
that  this  was  sufficient,  and  that  it  was  not  material  that 
it  also  authorized  two  other  leases.  This  argument,  if 
adopted,  would,  in  my  opinion,  simply  overrule  the  act 
of  Parliament,  which  authorizes  one  lease  and  one  lease 
only ;  and  although  on  the  completion  of  each  Hoe,  it 
authorizes  the  London  and  North  Western  Railway 
Company  to  take  possession  of  that  line  and  to  work 
it,  it  no  where  authorizes  a  lease  of  that  portion,  but, 
-on  the  contrary,  prohibits  any  lease,  until  a  condition 
has  been  performed,  which  still  remains  incomplete.  I 
am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  such  a  lease  as  is  autho- 
rized by  the  act  has  not  been  made,  and  cannot  as  yet 
be  made. 


It  is  however  argued  by  the  Counsel  for  the  Plaintiflfis, 
that  even  if  this  be  the  correct  construction,  the  Plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  relief  on  this  ground,  that  the  Court 
is,  first,  to  consider,  what  the  thing  was  which  was 
referred  to  in  the  agreement  as  the  subject  of  the  lease. 
Secondly,  to  consider,  whether  the  Defendants  have  not 
got  that,  which,  in  equity,  is  equivalent  to  a  demise  of 
that  very  thing  which  is  referred  to  in  the  agreement, 
as  the  subject  of  the  demise;  that  the  thing  referred  to 
as  the  subject  of  the  lease  was  these  various  railways 
and  the  canal,  and  that  the  Defendants  have,  under  the 
act  of  parliament,  got  possession  of  the  one  railway 
completed,  as  fully  and  as  completely,  as  if  they  had  a 
lease  of  that  portion  of  it,  and  that  in  equity,  they  must 
be  treated  as  if  they  were  lessees  in  possession.  The 
answer  to  this  appears  to  me  to  be  clear  and  decisive : — 
The  question  is  not  what  the  powers  of  the  Defendants 

over 
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mv  the  railways  may  be,  but  what  is  the  construction 
the  contract  they  have  entered  into.  It  seems  to  me 
at  they  have  agreed  to  do  and  to  abstain  from  doing 
-tain  acts,  during  the  continuance  of  a  lease  autho- 
ed  by  the  act  of  Parliament.  The  agreement  is  clear 
d  precise,  that  it  is  to  be  operative  during  the  lease 
tborized  to  be  made  by  act  of  Parliament.  I  am  of 
Lnion,  that  a  lease  authorized  by  the  act  of  Parlia- 
mi  is  not  now  in  existencCi  and  cannot  be  granted  at 
^sent 

If  I  were  to  decide,  that  the  Defendants  have  got 
nething  which  is  as  good  as  a  lease,  and  therefore, 
»t  the  agreement  takes  effect,  I  should  be  introducing 
ew  term  into  the  agreement,  and  in  truth,  substituting 
resh  agreement  for  that  which  the  parties  have  en- 
^d  into.  Nothing  would  have  been  more  simple  and 
•y  than  to  have  expressed  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
liat  intention  existed,  that  the  agreement  should  take 
t^tpro  tantOj  as  to  each  portion  of  the  undertaking, 
en  completed,  as  soon  as  the  Defendants,  the  London 
i  North  Western  Railway  Company,  were  put  into 
(session  of  that  portion  of  the  undertaking,  but  this 
in  truth,  omitted  altogether  from  the  agreement. 

\nd  it  is,  on  this  principle  alone,  that  I  am  able  to 
>lain  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
•t  the  agreement  has  not  come  into  effect,  because 
•  lease  has  not  been  made.  The  agreement  must 
ir  the  same  construction  at  law  as  in  equity;  and  if 
'  true  construction  of  the  agreement  be,  that  acts 
itracted  to  be  done  by  the  London  and  North  Western 
ilway  Company  are  to  be  done,  not  only  when  a  lease 
granted,  but  also  before  a  lease  can  be  granted,  as 
>ii  as  the  London  and  North  Western  Railway  Com- 
ity have  possession  of  any  portion  of  the  line,  I  am 

unable 
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unable  to  understand,  why  the  non-execution  of  a  les 
could  be  fatal  to  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiffs  even  at  la 

The  result  of  my  opinion  therefore,  is,  that  the  tii 
when  the  agreement  is  to  come  into  operation  has 
yet  arrived,  and  I  am  of  opinion,  as  I  before  state 
that  notwithstanding  Lord  Cottenham  seems  to  ha- 
come  to  an  opposite  conclusion,  on  the  facts  as  \\m 
appeared  before  him  on  demurrer,  I  am  bound,  at  t- 
hearing,  to  decide  this  case  on  the  materials   befc 
me,  according  to  the  best  of  my  judgment,  giving  t^l 
fullest  weight  to  the  opinion  of  that  eminent  Jud< 
Having   arrived  at  this  opinion,  it  becomes  unnec^- 
sary  to  consider  whether  the  acts  done  by  the  Defeim^ 
ants  are  in  violation  of  the  agreement  which  is  not  y 
in  operation. 


I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  case  of  the  Plai 
tiffs  fails,  and  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed. 


Note. — On  appeal  to  the  Lords  Justices,  L.  J.  Knight  Bruce  h^^ 
that  the  contract  entered  into  by  the  Directors,  who  were  trustees 
the  shareholders,  was  a  breach  of  trust,  the  performance  of  which  "^^ 
Court  would  not  enforce.  L.J.  Turner  differed  in  opinion  from  '^ 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  as  to  the  construction  of  the  agreement,  his  Lc^^ 
ship  holding,  that  the  agreement  had  come  into  operation,  inaamucbv- 
a  lease  of  any  one  of  the  Shropshire  Union  lines,  when  completed  ^^ 
opened,  might,  consistently  with  the  act  of  parliament,  be  granK-^ 
But  he  held,  that  the  agreement  in  question  exceeded  the  powers  c  ^^ 
ferred  on  the  companies  by  their  acts  of  incorporation,  and  was  theref^:^ 
contrary  to  public  policy  and  could  not  be  enforced  here.  (28th  Ji^*^ 
1853.)    3  De  G.  A/.  ^  Gor.  and  7  RaUw.  Ca.  531. 
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Ex  parte  BLAKE,  In  re  LONDON  DOCK  COM- 

PANY.  J^n.  29. 

Feb.  9. 
X>Y  a  settlement,  dated  the  22i\d  June,  1822,  and  A  covenant  iu 
made  in  contemplation  of  a  marriage  between  settlement, 

Miss  Frances  Redwood  (who  was  then  under  age)  and  *!>»* '?  <»««f  ** 

any  time 
Mr.  William  A.  Blake,   a  sum  of  711/.  belonging  to  "thereafter" 

Miss  Redwood,  was  settled  on  the  usual  trusts.    The  ^"3|"8  the  co. 
\  yerture,  any 

indenture  contained  the  following  covenant : — That  •*  in  real  or  per- 

case,  at  any  time  or  times  hereafter,  during  the  said  gh^uij  «  j©. 

coverture,  any  real  or  personal  estate  and  effects,  of  scend,  come  to 

what  nature  or  kind  soever,  shall  descend,  come  to,  or  ^fe  (who  wat 

vest  in  the  said  Frances  Redwood,  either  by  will  or  then  an  infant), 

,      '^        ,  It  should  be 

otherwise,  or  the  said  Wm.  Adams  Blake  in  her  right,  settled,  held  to 

at  law  or  in  equity,  the  said  sum  of  711/.  and  all  such  p^^g^s  o^f 

other  monies,  estate  and  eifects,  so  descending,  coming  real  estate 

taicen  hv  a 
to  or  becoming  vested  in  the  said  Frances  Redwood,  as  public  com- 

aforesaid,  shall  be  conveyed,  assigned,  and  assured,  re-  pany,  to  which 
spectively,  from  time  to  time,  without  any  delay,  by  the  the  execution 

said  William  A.  Blake,his  heirs,  executors  or  adminis-  o^thesettle- 

'  '  ment,  wasen- 

trators,  and  the  said  Frances  Redwood,   his  intended  titled  in  re- 
wife,"  to  the  trustees,  upon  the  trusts,  &c.  ™  Effect' of  an 

agreement,  on 
the  marriage 
Under  a  decree  of  this  Court,  made  on  the  8th  of  No-  pf  a  female 

vember,  1852,  Mrs.  Blake  was  declared  to  be  the  heiress  g^mg  jj^p  ^^ 

at  law  of  Mrs.  Betts  (formerly  Anna  Maria  Prince),  estate.    It 

•^  would  be  a 

who  died  without  issue  on  the  8th  oi  June,  1822,  four-  fraud  upon  the 

teen  days  before  the  date  of  the  above  stated  indenture.  |»"8band*s  con- 

^  tract,  if  he 

As  such  heiress,  Mrs.  Blake  was  entitled  to  a  consider-  were  to  con- 
able  sum  standing  in  Court  under  the  following  circum-  J^jjiionV^the 

stances:— On  the  marriage  o{  Anna  Maria  Prince  with  estate bv  his 

■r  r     Tk        .     i«on  •    /»      1    1 1  .  1    J   wife,  calculated 

Joan  Betts  m  17o2,  certam  freehold  premises  were  settled  to  defeat  the 

VOL.  XVI.  H  H  to  wttlement 
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to  the  use  of  A.  M.  Prince  for  life,  remainder  to  Joh 

BettSj  for  life,  remainder  to  the  children  of  the  marriage, 

Blake.*      remainder,  in  default  of  children,  to  the  right  heirs  oi 

In  re        A.  M.  Prince.     Part  of  these  lands  were  taken  by  th( 

Comoany      ^^^^^  Dock  Company,,  under  the    powers   of  theii 

acts,  and  the  purchase  money  was  paid  into  Court  upoi 

the  trusts  of  the  settlement  of  1782. 


John  BettSy  the  tenant  for  life  under  the  settlement 
survived  his  wife,  and  died  in  February y  1841.     Aflei 
his  death,  a  question  arose,  as  to  who  was  the  heir  i 
parte  paternd  o(  A.  M.  BettSf  which  was  ultimately  de-^ 
termined  mhyour  of  Mt&.  Blake  {a).  A  petition  was  no? 
presented  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Blake,  for  payment  out  o* 
Court  of  the  money  to  Mrs.  Blake,  or  to  her  husbana 
with  her  consent;  whereupon,  a  question  arose,  whe 
ther  the  money  ought  not  to  be  paid  to  the  truste 
of  Mrs.  Blake's  marriage  settlement,  as  included  in  th . 
covenant  to  settle  after  acquired  property.    The  que 
tion  depended  on  the  construction  of  the  covenant  con 
tained  in  the  settlement,  and  on  the  effect  of  Mrs.  Blai^^^^^^ 
having  been  under  age  at  the  date  of  its  execution. 

Mr.  Swanston  and  Mr.  Haddan,  for  Mr.  and  Mr^^  ^' 
Blake,  in  support  of  the  petition,  contended,  that  th^r"^^^^^*^ 
property  in  question  was  not  included  in  the  settlemen  ^^  ' 
inasmuch  as  it  neither  descended  to  nor  became  veste^^^^^ 
in  Mrs.  Blake,  "  at  any  time  or  times  thereafter"  (that  is 
after  the  22nd  of  June,  1822),  during  the  coverture,  bu 
on  the  contrary,  had  become  vested  in  her,  by  virtue  < 
the  indenture  of  1782,  on  the  death  of  Mrs.  Belts,  i 
the  8th  of  June,  1822,  and  previously  to  the  executio 


(a)    See   In  re  The   London      and  an^e,  p.  1 88,  note ;   Hyde 
Dock  Company,   11    Beav.   78;       Edwardt,  12  Btan.  160,253. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  465 

of  e  tie  settlement  of  the  22nd  otJune,  1822.    They  ar-        1863. 
gxt^<3>  that  the  other  words,  "  come  to,"  were  analogous      v^v-^/ 
to  or  synonymous  with  the  words  "descended"  and  "be-       Blaiu^ 
conr&  ^  vested,"  Hoare  v.  Hornby  (a);  Otter  v. Melville  (J).         /»  re 
Seoondly,  that  the  fund  in  Court  represented  the  real  ^Cwn\?*^^ 
estsL^c  taken  by  the  company,  and  must  be  treated,  for 
all      f:3urposes,  as   realty.      That  such  real  estate  had 
nev^a: '' descended,  come  to  or  vested  in"  the  husband, 
who     was  neither  bound  nor  able  to  settle  it  according  to 
the  c^ovenant,  as  that  could  only  be  done  voluntarily,  by 
the  ^wife  (3  &  4  Will.  4,c.  74)  (c),  with  his  consent  (d), 
^TidL    t^hat  the  covenant  was  not  binding  upon  the  wife, 
becci.^]8e  she  was  an  infant  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
^^  the  settlement,  Milner  v.  Lord  Harewood  (e)^  and 
therefore  incapable  of  entering  into  any  covenant  bind- 
^^S  either  herself  or  her  estate. 

Mr.  Willcock  and  Mr.  Kar slake ^  for  the  trustees  of 

the  settlement,  contra.    First,  the  words  "come  to"  are 

^uivalent  to  "  succeed  to  the  possession  of,"  and  the 

expression  "vested"  means  vested  in  possession,  and 

^ot    vested   in   interest ;     Grafftey  v.  Humpage  (f) ; 

^omeg  V.  J)urant(g).    The  distinction  between  vesting 

^^  interest  and  vesting  in  possession  is  explained  in 

^^arne's   Cont.  Rem.(h)      Secondly,   the  fund   is  to 

^  treated  as  personal  estate,  and  ought  to  be  paid 

^   the  trustees,  and   held  by  them  on  the  trusts  of 

"*®  settlement;  but,  thirdly,  even  if  it  should  be  treated 

^  I'eal  estate,  still  the  husband  is  bound  to  perform 

"»  covenant,  and  the  wife  also  is  bound  by  her  elec- 

^<>n  to  take  it  as  money.    They  also  cited  Blythe  v. 


(«)  2  F.  4-  C.  C.  C.  121.  (e)  18  Ve$.  259. 

}^>  2  Be  Gex^Sm.  257.  (/)  1  Beav.46. 

^p   Sect.  80;  and  see  Jordan  (g)  2  Beav.  177. 

(T^*  2  PhiU,  170.  (A)  Page  263. 

V«>    Sect  77.  (i)  13  Sim.  190. 

H  H  2  « 


Mr. 
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Mr.  SwanstoUf  in   reply.    The   settlement  has  no 
application^  except  as  to  property  under  a  prospective 
Blaiub.^      title;  and  as  to  real  estate^  the  settlement  is  wholly  in- 
In  re        operative  as  regards  an  infant. 
London  Dock 

ompany.  jrj^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  will  consider  this  case. 


Feb.  9. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case,  an  application  is  made  for  the  payment, 
to  the  Petitioners,  of  a  considerable  sum  of  money  stand- 
ing in  Court,  which  is  the  produce  of  certain  land, 
taken,  under  the  acts  establishing  the  LoTidon  Docks, 
for  the  formation  of  those  works.  The  land  taken  stood 
limited  to  the  use  of  a  lady  of  the  name  of  Betts,  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  her  husband  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  her  children,  and  in  default  of  children,  to 
her  right  heirs. 

This  lady  died  without  issue,  on  the  8th  of  Jime,  1822. 
Her  husband  survived  her  many  years,  and  died  in 
February  y  1841. 

Upon  his  death,  petitions  were  presented  and  pro- 
ceedings of  considerable  complication  took  place,  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  who  was  the  heir  of  ^.  M, 
Betts.  The  final  petitions  for  this  purpose  were  heard  by 
me  shortly  before  the  Long  Vacation  in  last  year ;  and 
early  in  Michaelmas  Term  I  decided,  that  Mrs.  Bkike 
had  established,  that  she  was  the  heir  ex  parte  patema 
of  A.M.  Betts,  In  accordance  with  that  decision,  an 
application  is  now  made  for  payment  of  the  sum  of 
money  out  of  Court.  If  my  decision  should  stand  un- 
reversed, there  is  no  doubt  but  that  Mrs.  Blake  or  her 

trustees 
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trastees  are  entitled  to  the  money ;  and  the  question  which        1 353. 
now  arises  is,  simply,  whether  the  money  is  to  be  paid       ^•^^/-^^ 
to  her  or  to  her  husband  on  her  consent,  or  whether  it       Blake.^ 
ought  to  be  paid  to  the  trustees  of  her  marriage  set^         in  re 
tiement.    On  this  point,  I  thought  that  a  question  of  ^^^^^  ^"^^ 
some  difficulty  arose,  and  desired,  that  the  trustees  of 
that  settlement  might  appear  to  argue  the  point  on 
the   part  of  the   cestui  que  trust;   Mr.  Willcock  and 
Mr.  Karslake  have,  accordingly,  appeared  for  this  pur- 
pose, and  have  afforded  the  Court  much  assistance  in 
coming  to  a  conclusion  on  this  point 

The  question,  whether  this  property  is  included  in  the 
settlement  arises  thus : — Mrs.  Beits  died  without  issue 
on  the  8th  of  June^  1822.  Mrs.  Blake  was  married  in 
the  same  month,  and  the  settlement,  made  previously 
to  her  marriage,  bears  date  the  22nd  of  Juries  1822. 
At  the  time  when  the  settlement  was  executed,  if  my 
decision  is  correct,  Mrs.  Blake,  then  Miss  liedwoody 
was  entitled  to  a  vested  reversion  in  fee  simple  in  the 
fund  in  Court,  subject  to  the  life  estate  therein  of  Mr. 
Betts,  She  was  an  infant  at  time  of  the  settlement, 
and  the  question  is,  whether  this  reversion  is  included  in 
the  settlement. 

It  is  not  included  in  express  terms;  therefore,  if  in- 
cluded at  all,  it  is  so  by  virtue  of  the  covenant  I  am 
about  to  read. 

The  settlement,  after  settling  a  sum  of  711Z.  belong- 
ing to  Mi-8.  Blake,  proceeds  in  these  words : — "  In  case, 
at  any  time  or  times  hereafter,  during  the  said  cover- 
ture, any  real  or  personal  estate  and  effects,  of  what 
nature  or  kind  soever,  shall  descend,  come  to,  or  vest  in 
the  said  Frances  Redwood,  either  by  will  or  otherwise, 
or  the  said  Wm.  Adams  Blake,  in  her  right,  at  law  or  in 

equity, 
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1863.       equity,"  the  said   sura   of  71 IZ.,  and  all  such  other 

^•^^^y^^      monies,  estate  and  effects,  so  descending,  coming  to 

Bl^b.^      or  becoming  vested,  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  conveyed. 

In  re        assigned  and  assured,  respectively,  from  time  to  time, 

^"coT  ^"^^  without  any  delay,  by  the  said  Wm.  Adams  Blake,  his 

heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  and  the  said  Frances 

Redwood,  his  intended  wife,"  unto  the   trustees  of  the 

settlement ;  upon  the  trusts  thereof,  &c.,  &c. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  contended,  that  this  property 
does  not  fall  within  these  words ;  that  it  was  not  pro- 
perty which  either  descended  to  or  became  vested  in 
Mrs.  Blake  during  the  coverture,  inasmuch  as  it  had 
descended  to  and  had  become  vested  in  her,  on  the 
death  of  Mrs.  Beits,  and  previously  to  the  settlement ; 
that  the  expression  <'  come  to"  must  be  treated  as  being 
analogous  to  or  synonymous  with  the  other  words.  In 
support  of  this  view  of  the  question,  the  first  case  re- 
ferred to  is  that  of  Uoare  v.  Hornby  (a),  where  a  similar 
covenant  by  the  husband  and  wife  to  settle  **  whatever 
shall  become  vested  in  or  accrue  to  or  become  assign- 
able" by  the  wife,  was  held  not  to  comprise  property  then 
vested  in  her,  but  which  was  not  paid  till  afterwards. 
The  circumstances  of  that  case  are  peculiar,  inasmuch 
as  the  fact  of  the  right  of  the  wife,  under  the  American 
will  of  Mr.  Hornby  J  seems  to  have  been  known  at  the 
time  of  the  settlement,  the  recital  in  which  instrument 
speaks  of  property  to  which  she  would  or  might  become 
entitled,  in  the  future,  and  the  operative  words  of  it  settle 
all  such  property,  if  any.  It  is,  therefore,  very  distin- 
guishable from  the  case  before  me. 

The  next  case  referred  to  is  that  of  Otter  v.  Melvillijb), 

which 

[a)  2  Y.SfC.  C.  C.  121.  (6)  2DeG.if  Sm.  257. 
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'^^hicb  is  scarcely  applicable  to  the  present  case,  as  the        1853. 
^aestion  was,  whether  words  importing  future  property      '^«^^^^'' 
"^rere  applicable  to  property  to  which  the  lady  was  then       Bt^.* 
^^ntitled  in  possession.     In  that  case,  the  covenant  was,         in  re 
^  *  that  all  and  singular  the  personal  estate,  to  which  the  ^n^  ^^^ 
"^fe  shall,  at  any  time  or  times,  become  entitled,  shall 
Y)e  called  in  and  invested"  on  the  trusts  of  the  settle- 
^■nent.    This  was  held  not  to  include  a  sum  of  1,211/.,  to 
^^hich  that  lady  was  entitled  at  that  time,  and  which 
^^as  in  the  hands  of  her  father,  and  belonged  to  her. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  have  been  referred  to  several 

^ases,  which,  though  not  irreconcilable  with  Hoare  v. 

^-Eomby  and  Otter  v.  Melvillj  are  nevertheless  unfa- 

"^oarable  to  the  claim  of  the  Petitioner.     In  Grafftey  v. 

^fimpage  (a),  a  covenant  to  settle  property  which,  at 

^Bt  any  time  or  times  thereafter,  the  wife,  or  the  husband 

"in  ker  right,  should  **  succeed  to  the  possession  of  or 

^&cqiire,"  was  held  to  include  a  sum  of  4,000/.,  to  which 

«he  was  then  entitled,  subject  to  the  life  interest  of  her 

another  therein,  and  subject  to  the  contingent  interest  of 

3ier  children,  if  she  had  any,  and  over  which  she  had  an 

absolute  power  of  appointment.    That  case  is  very  near 

"^e  present,  nor  is  there  much  difference,  in  my  appre- 

Siensbn,  between  '^  come  to"  and  *'  succeed  to  the  pos- 

^}ession  of  or  acquire."    The  case  of  James  v.  Durant  (J) 

^  inapplicable  to  the  present  case,  as  that  related  to 

actually  existing  property,  of  which  the  wife  was  then 

s^eised  in  possession ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  it 

^^vas  included  in  the  terms  of  that  settlement,  which  re- 

i  ated  to  future  property.     But  the  case  of  Blythe  v. 

^Granville  (c)  is  also  very  near  this  case.    There,  a  sum 

^^:»f  stock  had  been  transferred  by  the  lady  before  her 

^^^arriage  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  pay  the  dividends  to 

her 

(a)  1  BeavA6.  (6)  2  Beav.  177.  (c)  13  Sim.  190. 
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1853.  her  father  for  his  life,  and  after  his  death,  to  transfer  the 

^'^^>^^^  stock  to  her.     She  afterwards  married,  and  by  the  set- 

BlJ^e.^  tlement  on  her  marriage,  after  reciting  that  it  had  been 

In  re  agreed  that  two  other  sums  of  stock,  belonging  to  the 

^' OoT  ^°^^  ^^^®>  ''^®  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  *^"^"^®  property  which  might  de- 
volve upon  or  come  to  her  during  her  intended  coverture, 
by  virtue  of  any  gift,  &c.,  or  by  any  other  means  what- 
soever, should  be  settled  in  manner  thereinafter  men- 
tioned," contained  a  covenant,  by  the  husband,  to  do 
all  acts  necessary  for  conveying  to  the  trustees  ^  all  the 
property,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  to  which  tie 
wife  should,  during  her  intended  coverture,  become  ei- 
titled,*'  in  order  that  the  same  might  be  vested  in  tlie 
trustees  on  the  trusts  of  the  settlement.  The  Viee- 
Chancellor  held,  that  the  words  contained  in  the  opera- 
tive part,  without  having  recourse  to  the  recital,  wsre 
sufficient  to  comprise  the  sum  of  stock  to  which  the 
wife  was  entitled  in  remainder,  after  the  death  of  the 
father.  The  words  used  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  are 
these  (a) :  '*  Without  referring  to  the  recitals  in  the  ceed, 
my  opinion  is,  that  the  words  of  the  husband's  covenant 
do,  propria  vigore,  bind  all  the  wife's  other  property  in 
the  shape  in  which  it  then  was.'*  And  he  thought;  that 
the  expressions  made  use  of  did,  therefore,  sufficently 
describe  that  thing  which  she  would  become  entitled 
to  during  the  coverture. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  case  is  not  distinguishable 
from  the  one  now  before  me,  and  that  the  plain  and 
rational  meaning  of  the  words  "  come  to^'  includes  pro- 
perty of  which  the  possession  was  to  come  to  the  wife 
during  the  coverture,  and  although  the  right  thereafter 
to  possess  it  was  then  vested  in  the  wife.  My  opinion 
therefore  is,  that  if  this  sum  of  money  is  to  be  treated 
as  personalty,  it  is  bound  by  the  covenant  of  the  hus- 
band, 
(a)  Page  197. 
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I,  and  must  be  transferred  to  the  trustees,  on  the        1863. 

8  of  the  settlement.  v^v-^ 

Exparie 
Blake. 

at  then  it  is  urged,  that  even  if  this  be  so,  still         Jn  re 

iind  will  not  be  subject  to  the  settlement,  for  that  ^"'^'^  ^^^ 
•*  ^  Company. 

Doney  in  Court  represents  and  must  be  treated,  for 
purposes,  as  real  estate,  and  that,  therefore,  as  it 
not  come  to  the  husband,  he  is  not  bound,  and 
he  is,  in  truth,  unable  to  settle  it  in  accordance 
his  covenant,  inasmuch  as  that  can  only  be  done 
16  wife  with  the  consent  of  the  husband,  and  that 
ovenant  of  the  wife  is  not  binding  upon  her,  inas- 
1  as  she  was  an  infant  when  the  settlement  was 
ated,  and  therefore  unable  to  enter  into  any  cove- 
whatever. 

lis  argument  is  wholly  irrespective  of  the  question 
dy  discussed,  and  if  I  am  to  accede  to  it,  I  must 
hold,  that  if  a  real  estate  had  actually  descended 
,  or  had  been  devised  to  this  lady,  after  her  cover- 
it  could  not  have  been  included  in  the  settlement. 

I  am  not  of  that  opinion.     If  this  fund  be  treated, 

II  purposes,  as  land,  how  could  this  lady  and  her 
and  sell  and  obtain  possession  of  the  produce  of  the 
of  it,  unless  by  a  proceeding  equivalent  to  levying  a 
which  could  only  take  place  by  the  consent  of  the 
and  ?  And  without  saying  that  I  am  prepared  to  fol- 
;he  old  cases,  which  compelled  a  husband  specifically 
srform  a  contract  entered  into  by  him,  that  his  wife 
Id  levy  a  fine,  and  which,  if  followed,  would  in  my 
ion  compel  the  husband  to  get  his  wife  to  levy  a  fine, 
der  that  he  might,  under  his  covenant,  settle  the  land 
ended,  according  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement ;  I 
►repared  to  say,  that  his  conseut  to  his  wife's  levying 
e,  for  the  purpose  not  of  complying  with  the  cove- 
•   but  of  evading  it,  would  be  a  fraud  upon   his 

covenant. 
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1853.       covenant,  and  that  this  Court  will  not  assist  him  in 

^^^^*^^      adopting  that  course  (a) ;    the  effect  of  which  assist- 

Blak?      ^"c^>  ^f  afforded  by  the  Court,  would  be  to  hold,  that 

In  re        such  a  covenant  as  that  contained  in  the  settlement 

London  Dock  j^^^  before  me,  could  never  be  operative  upon  subse- 

quently  acquired  real  estate  of  the  wife,  if  she  were  an 

infant  when  she  executed  the  deed.     I  consider  myself 

wholly  unable  to  adopt  the  course  suggested  at  tlie  bar, 

viz.  to  hold  this  money  to  be  real  estate,  for  the  purpose 

of  avoiding  the  covenant  of  the  husband,  and  then  to 

treat  it  as  personal  estate,  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding 

the  necessity  of  the  wife  taking  such  steps,  with  the 

consent  of  the  husband,  as  would  be  necessary  for  the 

purpose  of  obtaining  possession  of  it,  if  it  were  in  truth 

land. 

I  cannot,  therefore,  accede  to  the  argument  urged  on 
behalf  of  the  Petitioners,  and  I  must  order  the  fnnd 
to  be  paid  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement,  to  be  held 
by  them  upon  the  trusts  thereof. 

The  costs  of  both  parties  must  be  paid  in  like  manner 
as  the  other  costs,  which  I  have  directed  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  fund;  and  the  dividends  which  have  accrued  due 
since  the  decease  of  Mr,  JBetts  will  of  course  be  paid 
according  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement. 

(a)  See  Milner  v.  Lord  Haretoood,  18  Ves,  275  ;  Blackie  v.  Cliok^ 
15  Beav.  604. 
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SENIOR  V.  PRITCHARD. 

Feb.  S,  10. 
"pwURING  the  years  1845,  1846  and  1847,  the  Plain-  The  practice  as 

^^   tiff  employed  Messrs.  Bavies  &  Co.  as  his  share-  *®  common  in- 

*     -^  junctions  is 

brokers  and  agents,  in  the  purchase  and  sale  of  railway  not,  in  all  re- 
shares,  and  in  procuring  advances  thereon.    Half-yearly  Ja^  to^that  in 
accounts  were  rendered  by  Messrs  2)at7i€^,  and  on  the  cases  of  special 
3 1st  of  December y  1847,  a  large  sum  appeared  to  be  due    ^^  prim& 

to  them  from  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  balance  of  accounts,  fi^^  ^^''UP* 

ported  by  am- 
davit,  is  now 

On  the  3rd  of  ApHl,  1848,  a  fiat  of  bankruptcy  issued  S?e*I1pi!lin!"' 

against  Messrs.  Davies,  and  the  Defendants  were  ap-  tiff  to  the 
•    -  J  ^,    .  .  common  in- 

pointed  thmr  assignees.  junction;  and 

although  that 
The  assignees  brought  an  action  against  the  Plaintiff,  by  the  affi- 
to  recover  the  balance  alleged  to  be  due  from  him  to  ff^*  j*^**}® 
the  bankrupts.    The  Plaintiff  thereupon  filed  his  bill,  denying  the 
on  the  18th  January,  1853,  alleging  that  he  had  lately  y/tilftST 
discovered,  that  the  sales  stated  to  have  been  made  were  Plaintiff  is  en- 
fictitious,  and  inserted  in  the  half-yearly  accounts  to  injunction°to 

deceive  him ;  that  they  never  had  been  made,  or  if  made,  ?^y  proceed- 

,  ings  at  law 

they  had  been  made  at  a  higher  price  than  that  stated  until  answer,  in 

in  the  accounts;  and  that  if  credit  were  given  to  the  order  to  secure 

Plaintiff  for  the  market  value  of  the  shares,  the  balance  netitof  a  full 

of  account  would  be  in  favour  instead  of  against  him.  Jd^of  ^^is'de- 

The  bill  prayed  a  discovery,  and  an  injunction  to  stay  fence  at  law. 

further  proceedings  in  the  action,  and  for  •'  further  or 

other  relief." 


The  Plaintiff,  on  the  24th  January,  filed  interrogato- 
ries, according  to  the  new  practice,  which  the  Defendants 
had  not  answered. 

The 
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1863.  The  Plaintiff  now  moved  for  an  injunction  to  st- 

further  proceedings  in  the  action  at  law,  and  in  su 
port  of  the  motion,  filed  an  affidavit,  verifying  t  . 
allegations  contained  in  the  bill.  In  opposition,  W^ 
Ham  DavieSf  a  member  of  the  firm  of  Davies  &  O- 
filed  an  affidavit,  denying  those  allegations  generallT 
except  as  regarded  the  employment  of  the  firm  as  bi 
kers  and  agents.  The  half-yearly  accounts  were 
verified. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Jessel,  in  support  of 
motion. 


Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Kinglake,  contra,  contended,  tL  -■ 
the  old  practice,  which  gave  the  Plaintiff  in  equit^^ 
right  to  have  an  action  at  law  stayed  till  answer,  havi  '^ 
been  abolished  by  the  58th  section  of  the  Chanc^^  ^ 
Jurisdiction  Improvement  Act  (16  &  16  Vict,  c.  86),  «-^ 
present  practice  of  the  Court,  as  to  staying  proceedirm  ^ 
at  law,  was,  in  all  respects,  assimilated  to  and  goverL 
by  the  principles  applicable  to  ordinary  cases  of  specr""-^' 
injunctions,  and  that  the  equity  of  the  Plaintiff's  fci^il^ 
being  here  denied  upon  affidavit,  his ;}ri?wa /act cease  ^^^  ^ 
displaced,  and  his  right  to  an  injunction  at  an  end. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  in  reply.  Under  the  old  practice  ^  ^ 
Plaintiff,  upon  a  Defendant's  default  in  appearing  oi —  *" 
answering  the  bill,  might  have  stayed  proceedings 
law,  upon  a  bill  stating  a  purely  fictitious  case,  no  a 
davit  verifying  his  allegations  being  required.  It  v 
the  intention  of  the  clause  in  question  to  put  a  stop^ 
this  abuse;  but  a  Plaintiff  in  equity  is  not  to  be 
prived  of  his  right  to  a  discovery,  in  aid  of  his  defer 
at  law,  by  a  denial  of  his  case  generally. 
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1863. 
21u  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

The  only  question  is,  whether  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  -what  is  analogous  to  the  common  injunction,  until 
the  answer  of  the  Defendants  has  been  put  in.   I  doubt 
▼ery  much,  whether  it  was  intended  by  the  act,  that  the 
practice  as  to  the  common  injunction  should,  in  all  re- 
spects, be  the  same  as  the  practice  with  respect  to  special 
injunctions,  for  it  is  expressly  limited  in  these  terms,  ''so 
&r  as  the  nature  of  the  case  will  admit."    The  grounds 
of  defence  in  cases  of  actions  at  law  may  be  known  only 
to  the  Defendant  in  equity,  who  is  the  Plaintiff  at  law, 
^nd  frequently  can  only  be  known  by  him ;  and  in  such 
^^ses,  the  Plaintiff  in  equity,  when  he  requires  an  an- 
swer and  has  filed  interrogatories,  may  move  for  an  in- 
junction on  a£Bdavits,  before  the  eight  days  have  ex- 
pired.   According  to  the  old  practice,  he  could,  upon 
^^re  default,  move  for  the  injunction  without  an  affi- 
^^vit    I  am  disposed  to  think,  that  what  is  meant  by 
^o  clause  in  question  is,  not  that  the  Plaintiff  is  to  be 
^^prived  of  his  right  to  have  an  injunction  analogous 
^  t.he  common  injunction,  but  that  he  is  not  to  have 
't  ixerely  as  of  course  (a),  but  only  upon  affidavit  of 
^^^rits,  in  the  same  manner  as  a  special  injunction.     It 
^^^  not  the  intention  of  the  act  to  abolish  the  common 
^HJ  tinction,  in  principle,  but  only  to  place  it  on  a  new  foot- 
^^^g'.     I  recollect  some  strong  observations  made  on  this 
P^i»it  by  the  late  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  James  Parker^ 
^lio  was  very  anxious  that  this  right  of  a  Plaintiff, 
^*^cler  the  old  practice,  should  be  preserved.    As  the 
I^^int  however  is  new,  I  shall  communicate  with  the 
^^J^^r  Judges,  before  I  finally  decide  the  question,  in 
^*^^r  that  the  practice  may  be  settled. 

The 

(«)  See  45th  Order  of  7th  August,  1852,  Ord.  Can.  474. 
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1853. 


Feb.  10. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case,  I  have  not  had  an  opportunity  of  seei 
all  the  other  Judges,  but  I  have  consulted  two  of  the= 


■^g 


and  they  concur  in  the  view  in  which  I  regarded  ^H 
case  when  brought  before  me,  which  is  this : — that  ^H 
68th  section  of  the  Improvement  of  Jurisdiction  ^^ 

does  not  destroy  the  PlaintiflTs  right  to  the  benefit  o 

discovery,  in  aid  of  his  defence  to  an  action  at  law,  amm 
that  it  does  not  assimilate  the  practice,  completely  ^^ 
entirely,  to  that  in  special  injunctions,  but  ''  so  far  o^^ 
as  the  nature   of  the   case  will   admit,**  that  is,  ~"fli 

common  injunction  is  not  now  to  be  obtained  mei ■< 

on  the  Defendant's  default,  as  formerly,  but  a  pr^^ 
facie  case  must  be  stated  on  the  bill,  and  be  s^i— J 
ported  by  affidavit.  Where,  therefore,  the  Defend:^^ 
has  not  answered  the  bill,  but  has  filed  affidav^  ^ 
stating  facts,  which  if  there  were  nothing  more  in  '^ 
case,  would  be  sufficient  to  displace  the  PlaintiflTs  equS  ^ 
yet,  as  it  is  quite  possible  that  additional  facts  restor^^^ 
that  equity  may  be  brought  out  by  the  answer  to  the  int:;-  ^ 
rogatories,  the  Court  will  grant  an  injunction  till  ans^^^'^^ 

Without  saying   that  the   Court  will   lay   dowa 
strict  rule,  which  it  will  not,  in  its  discretion,  dep  ^ 
from  under  any  circumstances,  I  think  that  in  this  ca-^    ^ 
the  Plaintiflf  is  entitled  to  an  injunction,  until  the 
fendant  in  equity  shall  have  answered  the  interroga 
ries,   or   until   the  further  order   of  the   Court, 
adoption  of  any  other  course  would,  practically,  prev^^^ 
the  Defendant  at  law  obtaining  the  benefit  of  a  disi^^^^ 
very  in  such  cases. 


a 

Tt 


The  injunction  will  stay  the  trial,  and  on  the  ansv^^^^ 
being  put  in,  the  Defendants  may  move,  in  the  same  \^^y 
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formerly,  and  have  the  injunction  dissolved,  if  cause  1853. 

iiBot  shown  on  the  answer.   I  do  not,  however,  decide  ^^^/'^^ 

^^ther  an  affidavit  may  or  may  not  be  filed  on  the  ^^ 

tion  to  dissolve  (a).  Pritchard. 
(a)  See  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  59. 


BATEMAN  t;.  MARGERISON.  Jan.  15. 

Feb.  10. 
■TESSRS.  ^o/me^  were  indebted  to  Messrs.  Hustler  Specialty  cre- 
^^   BXidBlackium  upon  a  mortgage  carrying  interest,  debrcwrie? 

L    to  other  persons  on  simple  contract.  interest,  and 

other  creditors, 
whose  debts 

I>iithe  11th  of  September,  1829,  a  creditors'  deed  was  ^^  »<>*  ca"7 
1,11,,  .  «te»^e«^  exe- 

^csuted,  whereby  the  debtor  s  property  was  conveyed  cuted  a  cre- 

trnstees,  in  trust  to  realize,  and  to  carry  on  the  busi-  by^^ichttie 
is   until  the  property  could   be  disposed  of,  and  to  debtor's  pro- 
ud possessed  of  the  proceeds  to  be  derived  there-  ^  divided  be- 
na,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  costs,  charges  and  expenses,  ^ween  the  cre- 
e    deed  then  proceeded  in  the  following  words : —  ably  and  in 

^nd  then  shall  and  do  pay,  divide  and  distribute  the  proportion  to 

'^  •"  the  amount  of 

kid  lie  and  remainder  of  the  said  trust  monies  and  pre-  their  respec- 

ses,  unto  and  equally  amongst  themselves  and  such  !^®  creditors 

t^ers,  the  creditors  of  the  said   Thomas  Holmes  and  released  their 

tinman  Holmes,  as   shall,    personally  or   by  their  that  the  spe- ' 

;eiits  or  attornies,  respectively,  execute  these  presents  ^^^^^y  ^^^^^^J^ 

^thiQ  one  calendar  month  from  the  date  hereof,  rcUe^  to  a  dividend 

''y  and  in  proportion  to  the  amount  of  their  respective  ^  in^^t^ac-* 

^bis^  and    in  full   discharge    thereof.     But    if   such  cruingsubse- 

^idue  shall  be  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  whole  3ate  of°the^ 

'    Such  debts,  then  upon  trust  to  pay  the  overplus  ^®®^* 

^«reof  unto  the  said  T.  Holmes.'' 

The  deed  proceeded: — *'And  the  said  creditors,  re- 
spectively, 
(a)  Reported  6  Harcy  496. 
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respectivelyy  do  agree  to  accept  the  effects  and  premises 
hereinbefore  convey ed,  &c.  in  full,  payment,  satisfaction 
and  discbarge  of  the  several  debts  or  sums  of  money 
now  due  and  owing  to  them,  respectively,  from  Messrs. 
Holmes,  and  do  hereby   fully  and   absolutely  remise,     . 
release,  and  for  ever   quit  claim  unto  and  discharge    i 
Messrs.  Holmes,  of  and  from  all  and  every  the  debts   ^ 
and  debt,  sums  and  sum  of  money  now  due  and  owing,  ^ 
or  contracted  and  not  yet  due  to  them,  the  creditors,  ^ 
from  or  by  Messrs.    Holmes,  in    anywise,   and   from  m 
all  actions,  suits,  &c.,  which  they  (the  creditors)  now  ^ 
have,  ever  had,  or  at  any  time  hereafter  can,*  shall  or  *i 
may  have,  claim,  challenge  or  demand,  for  or  by  reason  m 
of  the  same  debts." 


The  deed  contained  no  reservation  of  the  benefit  oTM 
any  security,  nor  any  statement  of  the  amounts  of  the^s 
debts  due  to  the  several  creditors.  It  was  executed  by^^ 
Messrs.  Hustler  and  Blackman,  and  by  several  otherra 
creditors  by  simple  contract,  whose  debts  did  not  carry^^ 
interest. 

The  property  was  not  realized  until  five  years  from^= 
tlie  date  of  the  deed,  and  then  a  dividend  of  I5s.  ia^: 
the  pound  was  paid  to  the  creditors.  The  trustees  paid  K 
to  Messrs.  Hustler  and  Blackburn  a  dividend  of  \5s.  io  ^ 
the  pound,  not  only  on  the  debt  of  3,348/.,  but  also  on  M 
five  years'  interest  thereon,  which  accrued  between  the  '^ 
date  of  the  deed  and  the  division. 


The  Plaintiffs,  upon  exceptions  to  the  Master's 
report,  who  had  allowed  this  sum  to  the  trustees,  in- 
sisted, that  this  payment  of  a  dividend  on  interest, 
which  amounted  to  625/.,  was  improper,  and  ought  not 
to  be  allowed  to  the  trustees. 

Mr. 


Batbman 

V. 
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Mr.  JSlmsIey  and  Mr.  Humphrey,  in  support  of  the        1863. 
ejrception.     By  the  composition  deed,  the  creditors  re- 
leased their  debts,  which  thereby  became  wholly  extin- 
g-uished.     The  specialty  creditors  had  afterwards  no   Marobrisom. 
claicDy  except  the  provision  made  for  them  by  the  deed, 
a  ad   were  then  bound  to  come  in,  pari  passu,  mth  the 
simple  contract  creditors,  whose  debts  did  not  carry 
interest,  in  proportion  to  the  amount  due  to  them,  re- 
spectively, at  the  date  of  the  deed.    The  assets  were 
to      be  divided,  ''rateably    and   in   proportion   to  the 
aoaount  of  their  respective  debts,"  that  is,  of  their  debts 
at.  t.liat  time.    Such  is  the  practice  in  bankruptcy.     It 
W'ou.ld  have  been  a  fraud  on  the  simple  contract  cre- 
ditors, for  the  specialty  creditors  to  stipulate  for  a 
gfea.t^r   advantage   than   that   provided  by  the  deed 
*'or       the  other  parties  to    the   deed;  Cullingworth  v. 
-'^oy rf  (a) ;  Buck  v.  Shippam  (5). 


l^Sr.  John  Baily  and  Mr.  Amphlett,  contri.    The  trus- 

*^^»  ivere  right,  in  paying  Messrs.  Hustler  &  Co.  a  di- 

'^^iend  on  the  amount  due  to  them  for  interest,  for  the 

^Qciount  of  their  debt  consisted  of  principal  and  interest. 

^^  the  original  debt  and  the  interest  were  extinguished 

^y    the  composition  deed,  still  a  new  obligation  arose 

>or  payment,  rateably  with  the  other  creditors,  of  the  same 

^^l>t,  consisting  of  principal  and  interest,  so  far  as  the 

^^^ts  would  extend.     This  appears  clear  from  the  con- 

••^eration  of  the  case,  in  the  event  of  there  being  more 

^^n  sufficient  to  pay  the  whole.    Would  not  the  spe- 

^*^ty  creditors  be  entitled  to  interest,  or  would  the 

debtors  have  die  benefit  of  the  delay  in  realizing  the 

assets  ? 

(a)  2  Bern.  385.  (b)  1  PhiU.  694. 
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assets  ?  The  principle  of  division  in  bankruptcy  is  in- 
applicable to  other  cases.  Mason  v.Bogg{a).  There  can 
be  no  illegality,  for  there  was  no  concealment,  the  whole 


Margerhon.  contract  being  patent  on  the  composition  deed  itself. 
Mr.  JElmsletf,  in  reply. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  release  of  the  debts  does 
not  affect  the  question,  which  is,  what  are  the  rights 
under  the  deed,  which  are  substituted  for  the  debts? 
It  is  true,  that  under  a  composition  deed,  no  creditor 
can  stipulate  for  a  private  advantage  for  himself;  bot 
here  nothing  was  secret,  the  rights  depend  on  the  deed 
alone.    The  question  seems  to  be,  whether  there  is  an^ 

rule  of  law,  which  requires  that  when  specialty  and  sim^ 

pie  contract  creditors  execute  a  creditors'  deed,  the  spe    — 
cialty  creditor  is  to  be  considered  as  having  abandone^^ 
his  right  to  interest  on  his  debt,  unless  he  expressL   ^ 
reserves  it. 

Judgment  reserved. 


Feb.  10.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  on  which  I  reserved  my  judgment  arises 
on  the  15th  exception  to  the  Master's  report,  and 
is  this : — a  trust  deed  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  has 
been  executed  by  the  debtor,  by  the  trustees,  and  by 
specialty  and  simple  contract  creditors.       The  assets 

have 

(a)  2  MyL  4  Cr.  443. 
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have  not  been  realized  and  divided  till  nearly  five  years        1863. 
after  the  execution  of  the  indenture.     In  what  propor-       ^^v*^^ 
tions  are  the  assets  to  be  divided  ?     Is  the  debt  due  to  ^^ 

the  specialty  creditor  to  be  considered  as  augmented  by  Marobrison. 
the  interest,  which  would  have  accrued  on  his  debt,  if 
he  had  not  executed  the  deed,  during  the  time  which 
elapsed  between  the  date  of  the  deed  and  the  division 
and  distribution  of  the  assets  ?  or  is  the  interest  to  be 
'treated  as  stopped,  from  the  time  when  the  specialty 

^nreditor  executed  the  deed  ?    The  deed  is  silent  on  this 

subject 

The  words  of  the  trust  are  as  follows— [flw  Honor 
^£attd  them\. 

I  entertain  no  doubt,  that  if  it  had  been  expressed 
in  £lie  deed,  either  that  the  interest  was  to  be  calculated 
OTi  debts  carrying  interest  only,  or  on  none,  or  what 
^OM-ald  have  been  the  same  thing,  on  all,  it  would  have 
^^^xa  perfectly  valid  and  legal.  The  difficulty  is,  that 
^^    <leed  is  silent  on  the  matter. 

I^     have  not  been  able  to  find  any  decision  on  this 

point.    The  cases  are  frequent,  where  the  Court  has  set 

^^^^e  an  arrangement  entered  into  by  a  party  to  a  deed 

^^  t^his  description,  for  his  private  advantage.     But  this 

*s  oot  a  case  of  that  kind.     No  private  stipulation  was 

^^de,  and  if  a  specialty  creditor  is  entitled  to  interest, 

"^  is  so  entitled  upon  the  face  of  the  deed  and  upon  the 

true  construction  thereof,  or  upon  the  principles  of  law, 

^aich  must  govern  the  distribution,  in  the  absence  of 

^^press  contract. 

•Although  I  have  been  able  to  discover  no  direct  de- 
1 1  2  cision 
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1853.       ciBion  on  the  point,  the  case  of  Hamilton  v.  Houghton  (a 
"•^•v^^       throws  some  light  on  the  subject     In  that  case,  lands 

ATEMAN      ^^j  hereditaments  had  been  conveyed  to  trustees  anc 
Maroerisok.  their  heirs,  upon  trust  to  sell,  and  out  of  the  proceeds 

'^  to  discharge  the  debts  and  incumbrances  mentionecE:^ 

in  the  schedule  to  the  release  annexed,  together  withJ.* 

all  interest  then  due  thereon  respectively."     Upon  ths^  rf 

debts  in  the  schedule,  which  carried  interest,  the  interest* 

was  computed,  and  the  word   "interest"  was  written:^  Jr»        c 

under  thQm.     Lord  Eldon^  in  giving  judgment  in  ihalt  .fls  ^^b^ 

case,  observed,  that  the  decree  for  carrying  into  executioinv « 

the  trusts  of  such  a  deed  should  have  called  on  the 

Master  to  inquire  what  debts  and  incumbrances  remainecL^  *- 

to  be  paid  under  that  trust,  bringing  before  the  Court  all 

persons  interested  in  that  inquiry,  and  then  paying  anc 

satisfying  them  proportionally,  if  the  funds  could  nor  < 

pay  all  the  creditors ;  paying  them  entirely,  if  the  func:^  - 

would  pay  them  all;  paying  interest  to  such  of  them  ass 

were  entitled  to  interest,  and  not  paying  interest  to  sucb: 

of  them  as  were  not  entitled  to  interest" (6).     Although 

in  that  case,  the  deed  had  specified  interest,  in  the  man^ 

ner  I  have  mentioned,  yet  it  was  only  the  interest  then 
due;  and  as  the  deed  is  not  set  out  in  extenso,  bui 
only  recited,  it  is  impossible  to  ascertain,  whether  the 
word  in  the  deed  was  **then^'  due  or  **now''  due.  How- 
ever, Lord  Eldon  was  of  opinion,  that  the  debts  carrying 
interest  ought  to  have  interest  computed  upon  them  u[ 
to  the  time  of  payment. 

It  appears  to  me,  that  in  the  absence  of  contract,  the^ 
same  principle  is  applicable.     Suppose  the  estate  con — 
veyed  to  the  trustees  had  realized  sufficient  to  pay  every^' 
one  in  full,  both  principal  and  interest,  (if  interest  werc^=^ 
due,)  and  still  leave  considerable  surplus  for  the  origina V- 

debtor . 
(a)  2  BU.  171  (0.  S.)  (6)  2  BIL  187  (O.  S.) 
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debtor,  on  what  principle  could  it  be  contended,  that        1853. 
those  debts  which  carried  interest  were  not  to  be  paid      >^v-^i/ 
in  full,  both  principal  and  interest?  and  if  that  be  so,  ^^  ^ 

can  the  true  construction  of  the  deed  be  varied,  or  can  Marobrison. 
the  principle  of  the  law  applicable  to  such  case  be  dif- 
ferent, because  the  assets  realized  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustees  happen  to  bear  a  greater  or  lesser  proportion  to 
the  debts?  The  interest  due  up  to  the  date  of  the  deed 
was  clearly  a  part  of  the  debt  due  to  the  specialty  cre- 
ditors. Why  was  the  interest  which  subsequently  ac- 
crued due,  up  to  the  time  of  payment,  to  be  excluded  ? 
To  say  that  a  creditor  cannot  stipulate  for  a  private 
advantage,  has,  in  my  opinion,  no  application  at  all  to 
the  case  before  the  Court;  if  it  had,  it  might,  with 
greater  reason,  be  urged  as  an  argument  against  the 
exceptions,  inasmuch  as  if  the  assets  were  to  be  divided 
in  proportion  to  all  the  debts,  those  due  by  specialty 
being  unaugmented  by  the  interest  which  has  subse- 
quently accrued  due,  such  a  division  does,  in  effect,  give 
the  simple  contract  creditor  interest  on  his  debt  up  to 
the  time  of  payment;  it  being  obviously  the  same 
thing,  whether  the  interest  (assuming  the  rate  of  it 
to  be  uniform)  be  calculated  at  the  same  rate  on  all 
the  debts,  and  the  division  made  according  to  the 
proportion  of  the  debts  so  augmented,  or  whether  the 
interest  be  stopped  on  all,  and  the  division  made  ac- 
cording to  the  proportion  of  the  original  debts  simply ; 
and  in  this  way,  the  simple  contract  creditor  would,  in 
effect,  get  something  under  the  deed  which  he  had  not 
contracted  for,  which  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the 
deed,  and  which,  according  to  law,  if  no  deed  had  been 
executed,  he  could  not  have  obtained. 

The  legal  right  of  the  specialty  creditor  is  to  have  his 
principal  and  interest.  I  think  that  the  burthen  of 
proof  lies  on  those  who  contend  that  the  debts  of  the 

creditors 
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creditors  are  not  to  be  calculated  in  the  way  in  which 
they  would  be  calculated  at  law,  in  the  absence  of  any 
special  contract  to  the  contrary. 

The  argument  drawn  from  the  fact,  that  by  the  deed 
the  creditors  released  the  original  debtor,  wholly  and 
entirely,  from  all  debts  and  all  claims,  demands  and 
suits  in  respect  thereof,  does  not  weigh  with  me.  The 
contract  is,  that  in  consideration  of  certain  property 
being  made  applicable  to  the  payment  of  their  debts, 
the  creditors  should,  and  they  do,  thereby,  wholly  release 
the  debtors  from  all  their  debts.  The  debt  is  no  doubt 
gone,  as  far  as  the  original  debtor  is  concerned,  and  all 
remedies,  by  action  or  otherwise,  as  against  him,  are 
finally  concluded ;  but  it  is  not  less  extinguished,  as 
regards  the  principal  of  the  debt,  than  it  is,  as  regards 
the  interest  of  the  debt,  whether  it  be  interest  then  due 
or  thereafter  to  accrue  due,  and  I  am  at  a  loss  to  under- 
stand, what  valid  argument  can  be  deduced  from  thence, 
to  lead  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  interest  on  the  debt 
of  the  cestui  que  trust  is  stopped.  The  trust  on  the 
deed  is  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  creditors,  that  is,  what 
the  original  debtor,  unless  he  had  been  freed  by  this 
release,  would  have  been  liable  to  pay  to  them,  that 
is,  principal  and  interest  on  all  debts  carrying  interest. 
To  give  any  weight  to  this  argument  would  be,  in  my 
opinion,  impossible,  unless  I  were  to  hold,  that  the  prin- 
cipal of  the  debt  was  gone  as  well  as  the  interest,  and 
that  nothing  whatever  could  be  recovered  under  the  deed. 
The  original  debtor  is  released,  his  debts  are  transferred 
to  and  made  a  charge  upon  the  property,  conveyed  in 
trust  to  be  divided  amongst  the  persons,  who,  up  to  that 
time,  were  his  creditors.  In  other  words,  the  creditor 
is  converted  into  a  cestui  que  trust ;  and  the  extent  of  his 
interest,  as  cestui  que  trust,  appears  to  nie  to  be  mea- 
sured by  the  amount  of  that  sum  of  money,  which  would 

have 
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have  been  due  to  him  from  the  original  creditor  at  the  ]853. 
time  of  payment,  unless  there  be  some  contract  between 
the  parties  to  the  deed,  yarying  their  rights  and  inter- 
ests. In  this  case  there  is  no  such  contract,  and  con-  Marobrison. 
sequently,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Master  came  to 
a  sound  conclusion,  and  that  this  exception  must  be 
disallowed. 


Batbman 

V, 


The  YORK  and  NORTH  MIDLAND  Railway  Com- 
pany V.  HUDSON.  Jan.  17, 18, 19. 

Feb.  11. 

THIS  case  was  argued  by  a  general 

meeting  of  a 
railway  com- 

The  Solicitor-General  (Mr.  Bethell),  Mr.  R.  Palmer,  ^^Jg^ZJe. 

and  Mr.  Hobhouse,  for  the  Plaintiffs.  in  a  projected 

extension  line 
at  the  disposal 

Sir  Fitz  Roy  Kelly,  Mr.  Rolt,  Mr.  Toller,  and  Mr.  nKau'l^^^ 

C.  H.  Grove,  for  the  Defendant.  disposal  was 

merely  as  trus- 
tees for  the 

The  Solicitor-General,  in  reply.  not  for  their 

own  benefit; 

rrii  o   11  .  .        1  «-.     f  ^  *"^  Hudson, 

The  following  cases  were  cited  : — Hichens  v.  Con-  who  was  the 

areve  •  <^^"''""*"  (*"^ 
^  *.  exercised  un- 
controlled au- 
tliority  in  the  conduct  of  the  concerns  of  the  company),  havine  sold  a  considerable 
part  of  such  shares  at  a  premium,  was  held  liable  to  account  to  the  company  for  their 
produce,  with  interest  at  5/.  per  cent.  Held  also,  that  he  could  not  retain  the  profits, 
either  as  a  large  landowner  on  the  line,  or  as  a  remuneration  for  his  great  services,  or 
on  the  ground  of  the  acquiescence  of  the  shareholders,  to  be  inferred  from  a  presumed 
knowledge  of  the  share-book. 

The  chairman  of  a  railway  company  allotted  a  number  of  the  unappropriated 
shares  to  his  nominees ;  they  were  sold  at  a  premium,  and  the  produce  received  by 
liim.     Held,  that,  as  trustee,  he  was  bound  to  the  company  for  the  profit  made. 

The  chairman  of  a  railway  company  appropriated  various  unallotted  shares  to  the 
use  of  various  persons,  whose  names  he  did  not  mention,  in  order  to  secure  or  reward 
services  which  he  declined  to  state,  but  which  it  was  insinuated  was  in  the  nature  of 
**  secret  service  money."  Held,  that  if  the  Defendant  had  applied  the  property  of 
the  company  in  a  manner  which  would  not  bear  the  light,  he  must  suffer  the  conse- 
quences ;  and  that  being  charged  with  the  receipt  of  the  money,  he  could  not  dis- 
'^'"ge  himself  by  the  suggestion  of  such  an  application. 
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greve(a);  Fawcett  v.  WhUehou$e(b)\  The  Attcmeji'' 
General  v,  Wilson  (c) ;  The  Charitable  Corporation  v. 
Sutton  (d) ;  Crawshay  v.  Collins  (e) ;  Featherstonhaugh 
V.  Fenztick  {/) ;  The  Society  for  the  Illustration  of 
Practiced  Knowledge  v.  Abbott  (g) ;  Davenport  v.  Staf-' 
ford(h);  Fosbrooke  v.  BalguyU);  The  Company's 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act  (1845),  8  Vict.  c.  16(A); 
Lord  Petre  v.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Com- 
pany (Z);  Phenev.  Gillan{m);  Graham  y.  The  Bir ken-' 
headfkc.  Railway  Company  (n);  Const  v.  Harrisip). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  his  judgment. 


Feb.  11.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  suit  instituted  by  the  York  and  North  Mid- 
land Railway  Company  against  the  Defendant,  to  make 
him  account  for  the  price  or  value  of  certain  shares  in 
that  company,  disposed  of  by  him  or  by  his  order, 
during  a  period  of  about  fifteen  months,  from  October^ 
1846,  to  January,  1848.  Although  the  case  occupied  a 
considerable  time  in  argument,  it  does  not  present  any 
considerable  difficulty,  either  from  the  complication  of 
facts,  or  from  the  application  of  the  principles  of  equity 
to  those  facts. 

The 


(a)   4  Russ.  562. 

(6)    1  Russ.  Sf  Myl.  132. 

(c)  Cr,  SfPh,l. 

(d)  2  AtL  405. 

(e)  15  Ves.  218. 
(/)  17  r«.  298. 
Ig)  2  Bcflt).  559. 
(A)   8  Beav.  503. 


(0    1  M.  Sf  K.  226. 
(A)  Sects.  58,  59,  88. 
(/)  1  Rail.  Ca.  462. 
(m)  5  Harej  1. 

(n)  12  Beav.  460  ;  2  Macn.  ^ 
Cor,  146;  2  Hall  ^  Tw.  430. 
(o)  ram.  4-  Russ,  496. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


487 


nbe   York  and  North  Midland  Railway  Company 

Is^cl  been  incorporated  by  statute,  in  the  year  1836. 

TE*'wr^yai  the  time  of  its  original  formation,  the  Defendant 

22 ^cd  been  the  chairman  of  that  company,  and  it  is  the 

croK3Qmon  case  both  of  the  Plaintiffs  and  of  the  Defen- 

d  ^mo^ij  that  he  possessed  and  exerted  an  unusual  degree 

of     influence  in  the  management  of  the  company.     He 

^^m^^^r^  orders  on  his  own  sole  authority  to  the  servants 

a-an  d  officers  of  the  company,  respecting  the  management 

o:f^     mt,  and  he  even  delegated  persons  to  give  orders  as 

o<^«3C2ing  from  himself,    lliese  orders  seem  never  to  have 

l>^^Ei  disputed,  and  he  exercised  an  uncontrolled  au- 

tV^om-ity  in  the  conduct  of  every  part  of  the  concerns  of 

tl:^^    company  ;  and  inasmuch  as  the  other  directors  seem 

r^K^^ly  to  have  interfered,  or  when  they  did,  to  have  acted 

o^^ly  at  his  instance,  and  to  give  effect  to  his  directions, 

^  ^    focoLy^  in  some  sense,  be  said  to  have  constituted  by 

l^iiaaself  the  board  of  direction  of  the  company.     It  is 

tti^   C!ommon  case  also  both  of  the  Plaintiffs  and  of  the 

1-^^ffendant,  that  the  company  throve  much,  in  public 

e8t:ix]Qation  at  least  under  this  management,  and  it  was 

S^'^^Tally  regarded,  in  the  beginning  of  the  year  1846, 

*^  toeing  in  a  state  of  great  prosperity. 


1863. 

The 
York  and 

NORTH- 
MlOLAND 

Railway 
Company 

V, 

HuDioir. 


Iti  the  year  1845,  if  not  earlier,  a  project  had  been 

entertained,  to  extend  the  operation  of  the  York  and 

^^OTih  Midland  Railway  Company,  by  the  formation  of 

iQTee  new  lines  of  railway — one  of  which  was  to  extend 

from  York  to  Beverley^  a  second  from  York  to  Leeds, 

*^d  the  third  was  to  extend  the  Whitby  and  Pickering 

"^ilway  to  Castletown ;  and,  accordingly,  in  the  month 

of  January,  1846,  at  the  regular  half-yearly  general 

™^eting  of  the  company,  held  on  the  16th  of  that 

"^nth,  aflter  the  annual  report  had   been   read   and 

*^opted,  the  Defendant,  as  chairman  of  the  company, 

^plained  the  projected  extension  to  the  assembled 

shareholders, 
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shareholders^  and  obtained  their  sanction  and  auUioriC 
to  apply  to  Parliament  for  powers  to  make  these  add 
tional  lines,  and  to  raise  the  capital  necessary  for  tl 
purposes  there  mentioned.    The  amount  of  capital 
be  raised,  and  the  way  in  which  it  was  to  be  apportion! 
were  publicly  explained  to  the  meeting  by  the  DefenriK 
dant,  and  were  embodied  in  a  resolution  passed  by  ilcrM'. 
meeting,  which  I  shall  have  presently  to  comment  upoi 
The  plan  was  this: — An  additional  capital  of  one  mi^ 
lion  and  a  quarter  was  required ;  it  was  to  be  raised 
50,000  shares  at  25/.  each,  to  be  called  the  JElast 
West  Riding  Extension  Shares,  and  these  were  to 
apportioned  in  the  following  manner : — They  were  to 
allotted  to  every  person  holding  shares  in  the  York 
North  Midland  Railway,  in  the  proportion  of  one  ei- 
tension  share  to  every  share  of  50/ ,  and  one  extensii 
share  to  every  two  shares  of  25/.,  held  in  the  York  anr 
North  Midland  Railway  Company.    This,  according  ^ 
the  number  of  such  original  shares,   would   exhai 
37,950  of   the  extension   shares,  and   the  remaind 
amounting  to  12,050,  were  to  be  left  at  the  disposal 
the  directors.     The  resolution  which  was  passed  is  di 
tinct  in  its  terms  to  this  effect.     The  relief  sought 
this  cause  relates  to  the  proceeds  of  a  portion  of  th 
shares,  so  left  to  the  disposal  of  the   directors.     Tl 
acts  authorizing  these  extensions,  and  the  raising  -^ 
the  capital  necessary  for  this  purpose,  passed  in  the 
sion  of  1846  with  much  difficulty,  as   the  Defendai 
alleges,  and  as  1   have  little  doubt  correctly  alleg( 
mainly  by  the  exertions  which  he  had  made,  before  ai 
after  the   meeting  of  January,  1846,  to  obviate   ai 
destroy  opposition.     The  37,950  shares,  subject  to 
slight  deduction  of  thirty  shares,  which  is  not  materi 
to  be   noticed,  were  apportioned    amongst  the  shar 
holders  of  the  York  and  North  Midland  Railway, 
the  manner  provided  for  by  the  resolution,  and  were  e 
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I8t  their  names  in  the  Share  Register  Book ;  and  in 
distribution,  the  Defendant  received  his  aliquot 
)rtion  of  extension  shares,  according  to  the  number 
ralue  of  the  original  shares  held  by  him.  The  re- 
ing  12,050  shares  were  carried  in  the  Share  Re- 
r  Book  to  the  name  of  the  Defendant,  not  in  the 
\  where  his  name  stands  in  the  alphabetical  list, 
where  the  shares  held  by  him  beneficially  were 
id,  but  at  the  end  of  the  register,  after  the  name  of 
ast  shareholder  had  been  entered  with  his  appro- 
3  number  of  shares.  The  directors,  as  a  body,  have 
anctioned  any  disposal  of  these  shai'es,  and  accord- 
,  no  minute  or  entry  is  to  be  found  in  the  record 
le  proceedings  of  the  directors  relating  to  them, 
seem,  however,  to  have  been  thus  disposed  of: 
t  1,800  were  applied  in  a  manner  which,  though  it 
lot  appear  to  have  been  productive  of  benefit  to 
ompany,  is  not  complained  of;  4,991  still  remain 
propriated;  and  it  is  with  reference  to  the  remainder, 
iwbat  exceeding  5,000  in  number,  that  this  bill 
I  relief.  It  appears,  that  in  the  course  of  the 
Lbs  of  October f  November  and  December,  1846,  and 
ighout  the  whole  course  of  the  year  1847,  the 
indant  caused  a  considerable  number  of  these  shares 
3  issued  and  transferred  into  the  names  of  various 
HIS,  who  were  his  nominees,  and  that  he  caused 
I  to  be  sold  by  brokers  on  the  Stock  Exchange,  at 
liums  of  various  amounts,  varying  from  10/.  to  18/. 
ihare.  I  do  not  consider  it  necessary,  for  the  pur- 
of  explaining  either  the  grounds  of  my  decision,  or 
lature  of  the  decree  I  am  about  to  pronounce,  to  go 
the  details  of  these  various  transactions,  which  are 
ed  with  great  minuteness  by  various  witnesses.  I 
k  it  sufficient  to  state,  that  it  appears  to  me  to  be 
blished  by  evidence,  that  upwards  of  5,000  shares 
i  so  disposed  of,  and  that  in  the  great  majority  of 
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these  cases,  it  is  proyed,  that  the  money  arising  from  the 
sale  was  either  paid  to  the  account  of  the  Defendant  at 
his  bankers,  or  by  his  order  and  according  to  his  direc- 
tion. The  Plaintiflfs  admit  that  they  have  received  pay 
ment  of  all  the  money  due  on  these  shares,  in  respec 
of  the  deposit  and  calls;  but  they  contend,  that  this  t 
not  the  limit  of  their  rights,  and  that  they  are  entitle 
to  call  upon  the  Defendant  to  pay,  to  the  company,  th< 
profit  derived  by  him  on  the  sale  of  these  shares  at  i 
premium.  If  the  matter  rested  on  these  facts  alone 
consistently  with  the  rules  of  equity,  daily  administerei 
by  this  Court,  there  could  be  no  question  as  to  the  coars 
to  be  adopted,  and  the  decree  to  be  made.  If  tbesi 
shares  were  the  property  of  the  l)efendant,  he  was  en 
titled  to  make  what  profit  he  could  of  them  for  bis  owi 
private  advantage.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  they  wen 
the  property  of  the  company,  he  was  bound  to  accoun 
to  the  company  for  every  shilling  of  the  profit  derive< 
from  the  sale  of  them.  To  determine  in  what  characte 
he  held  these  shares,  it  is  necessary  to  recur  once  mon 
to  what  took  place  at  tlie  meeting  in  January,  1846 
The  resolution  says,  that  the  12,050  shares  were  to  b 
*'  at  the  disposal  of  the  directors ;"  the  Defendant  con 
tends  that  the  meaning  of  these  words,  unassisted  by  th< 
observations  he  made  previous  to  the  adoption  of  the  re 
solution,  is  plain,  and  that  they  mean,  that  the  directors 
might  do  what  they  pleased  with  these  shares,  and  tha 
the  meeting  intended  to  give  them  to  thedirector8,fortheii 
own  use  and  advantage;  but  that  whether  this  were  sc 
or  not,  that,  at  least,  it  was  intended,  that  no  account 
should  ever  be  required  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the 
directors  did  dispose  of  them;  and  further, he  contends, 
that  it  was  well  known,  and  is  the  common  case  of  the 
Plaintiffs  and  Defendant,  that  he,  as  chairman,  did  in  fact 
constitute  the  whole  practical  board  of  direction  of  the 
company,  so  that  an  intention  to  put  these  shares  at  the 
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ciisfx)8al  of  the  directors  was,  in  truth,  an  intention  to 

puf^  them  at  the  disposal  of  himself,  the  chairman ;  that 

-ihi^  was  so  understood  by  every  one  present  at  the 

KM^^^^ting ;  and  that,  if  it  were  not  manifest  on  the  face  of 

&Ii^    resolution,  it  was  made  so  by  the  observations  which 

b^    addressed  to  the  meeting  previous  to  its  adoption.  If 

^Imi^  be  once  established,  then  he  contends  that  all  diffi- 

cma.1  t^j  ceases,  for  that  this  course  was  sanctioned  by  the 

loix  rth  section  of  the  statute  of  9  Vict.  c.  66,  which 

-wcL^  afterwards  passed  in  that  year,  and  which  enacted, 

tlss^-^  these  shares  were  to  be  distributed,  in  such  manner, 

AA       ci  general  meeting  of  the  company   should   have 

diii^cted,  or  might  thereafter  direct.     Upon  the  con- 

s^raction  of  the  resolution,  unassisted  by  the  observa- 

tioxis  of  the  chairman,  I  have  not  come  to  the  conclu- 

"on  so  suggested ;  the  directors  are  persons  selected  to 

nao^nage  the  afiairs  of  the  company,  for  the  benefit  of 

the  shareholders;  it  is  an  office  of  trust,  which,  if  they 

OK^ciertake,  it  is  their  duty  to  perform  fully  and  entirely. 

^    X'^esolution  by  shareholders  therefore,  that  shares  or 

***y  other  species  of  property  shall  be  at  the  disposal  of 

<1  erectors,  is  a  resolution  that  it  shall  be  at  the  disposal  of 

^**^8tee8;  in  other  words,  that  the  persons  intrusted  with 

"^'^t  property  shall  dispose  of  it,  within  the  scope  of  the 

■Auctions  delegated  to  them,  in  the  manner  best  suited 

^  benefit  their  cestuis  que  trust;  to  construe  these  words 

^^  iiDporting  a  gift  to  the  directors  for  their  individual 

•^^^antage,  or  as  investing  them  with  a  secret  and  irre- 

^Potisible  trust,  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  impossible, 

^•^lesg  they  were  coupled  with  clear  and  unambiguous 

^^pressions  to  that  effect.     In  the  absence  of  any  such 

^^pressions,  not  only  the  obligation  of  discharging  the 

^^ty  lies  on  the  persons  accepting  the  trust,  but  also  the 

Either  obligation  of  accounting  for  their  discharge  of  it 

^  their  cestuis  que  trusty  whenever  required.    I  turn, 

^^^^itfore^  to  the  observations  made  by  the  Defendant  at 

this 
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this  meetings  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining,  whe*-l^er 
they  contained  such  an  intimation  of  the  purposes  ^or 
which  these  shares  were  left  at  the  disposal  of  ^ht 
directors,  as  the  Defendant  contends  for ;  and  in  dc:>ii3g 
so,  I  assume  in  the  Defendant's  favour  (without  in  WLiay 
way  deciding  it),  that  the  meaning  of  the  resolution  c^sn 
be  varied  by  such  observations.  Having  attenti*«r^]y 
read  these  observations,  I  find  nothing  in  them  to  shcLlsLe, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  much  to  confirm  the  construction 
which  the  language  of  the  resolution  bears  when  tak^n 
alone.  The  expressions  relied  upon  are  these.  Q.£Zu 
Honor  read  the  first  and  second  resolutions.'] 


If  in  consequence  of  these  observations,  the  directoins 
or  even  the  Defendant  had  distributed  the  shares    iki 
question,  or  any  portion  of  them,  to  the  landowners    o^ 
the  district  referred  to,  or  to  such  other  persons    ^^^ 
were  interested  in  that  district,  and  who,  but  for  six^^^ 
distribution,  would  have  offered  serious  opposition  to  tH^ 
passing  of  the  bill,  and  it  were  now  sought  to  noafc  ^ 
the  directors  liable  for  the  premiums  which  they  mig''^  * 
have  obtained  by  the  sale  of  these  shares,  if  they  b^" 
sold   them    instead    of  so  distributing  them,  I  coi^'" 
understand  the  force  of  the  argument  used  and  dilat^^ 
upon,  and  of  the  complaint  made  by  the  counsel  for  tb^ 
Defendant,  that  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiffs  was  incon- 
sistent with  good  faith.     But  of  the  5,000  shares,  tb^ 
profits  arising  from  the  disposal  of  which  constitute  tb^ 
matter  for  which  the  Plaintiffs   require  the  Defenda*^^ 
to  account,  not  one  is  shown  to  have  been  given  to  aoy 
landowner  or  to  any  other  person  interested  in  the  di^" 
trict  referred  to,  with  the  exception  of  the  Defendant 
himself.    To  contend,  in  the  face  of  these  expressions^ 
that  the  assembled  shareholders  must  have  understocKl 
and  meant,  by  their  resolution,  to  convey,  that  these 
shares  were  to  be  at  the  disposal  either  of  the  directors 

or 
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endant  (assuming  the  words  synonymous), 
light,  if  he  pleased,  put  into  his  own  pocket, 
the  profit  to  be  derived  from  them,  appears 
prehensible.  It  is  admitted,  that  at  that 
well  known,  that  the  scrip  when  issued 

high  premium,  probably  upwards  of  10/. 
If  the  shareholders  meant  what  is  con- 
1  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  they  must  have 
able  the  Defendant  to  put  into  his  own 
rds  of  100,000/.,  of  which  sum  they  might 
i  benefit,  either  collectively  or  individually, 
St  also  have  intended,  when  they  did  this, 
ed  to  relinquish  all  claim  to  the  grace  and 
making  a  gift  to  their  chairman  or  of  con- 
our  upon  him,  and  must,  therefore,  have 
ccomplish  it  in  a  covert  and  secret  manner, 
ar  as  I  can  perceive,  any  assignable  motive 
I  have  looked  in  vain  for  a  single  ex- 
.how  that  the  Defendant  sought  to  derive, 
tended  the  meeting  to  believe  that  he  in- 
is  to  derive,  the  slightest  advantage  from 

being  placed  at  his  disposal.  It  is  true 
ci  large  landowner  on  the  line,  but  one  of 
rged  by  him  to  the  gratitude  of  the  com- 
ch  I  shall  presently  have  to  advert,  is,  that 
I  this  estate,  with  a  view  of  disarming  the 
i^hich  might  have  been  expected  had  it  re- 
e  possession  of  the  former  owner.  But,  in 
e,  there  is  no  evidence  to  induce  me  to  sup- 
e  Duke  of  Devonshire,  the  former  owner, 

opposed  this  bill  in  parliament;  and  se- 
ere  were,  it  is  plain,  that  the  opposition  of 
as  not  disarmed  but  made  more  dangerous, 
lan  of  the  company  was  to  fill  the  double 
*  trustee  for  the  shareholders  on  the  one 
f  landowner,  whose  opposition  was  to  be 
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bought  off,  on  the  other.  In  my  opinion,  the  expres- 
sions to  which  I  have  referred^  vague  and  indefinite  as 
they  are,  at  the  best,  have  no  meaning  when  addressed 
to  a  body  of  shareholders,  unless  they  are  understood 
to  infer,  that  the  distribution  of  shares  was  to  benefit  the 
company,  by  the  conciliation  of  landowers  and  of  per- 
sons interested  in  the  district  through  which  the  rail- 
way was  to  pass,  not  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  gra- 
tuity to  them,  at  the  mere  expense  of  the  compaoy, 
but  for  the  purpose  of  benefiting  the  company,  by  ap- 
plying the  shares  in  order  to  remove  impediments  that 
might  arise,  by  the  opposition  of  persons  of  that  de- 
scription, and  who  were  not,  from  their  position,  bound, 
as  the  Defendant  was,  to  do  all  in  their  power  to  assist 
the  plan  of  the  company.  It  does  not,  in  my  opinioD, 
in  the  slightest  degree,  shake  or  alter  the  conclusion 
to  which  I  have  come  on  this  part  of  the  subject,  that, 
in  1843,  a  large  number  of  shares  were,  in  another  liae 
of  railway  from  York  to  Scarborough^  (forming,  as  I 
was  informed,  a  separate  company,  though  connected 
with  this)  put  expressly  at  the  disposal  of  the  Defendant, 
who  was  the  chairman.  In  that  case,  two  of  the  share- 
holders objected  that  this  was,  in  truth,  putting  a  large 
sum  of  money  belonging  to  the  company,  amounting 
to  many  thousand  pounds,  into  the  pocket  of  Mr.  Madson. 
The  meeting  discussed  that  question,  and  thought  that 
Mr.  Hudson's  services  had  been  such,  that  he  deserved 
that  gratuity,  and  accordingly  decided,  that  the  present 
should  be  made  to  him,  which  was  accordingly  done. 
Had  anything  of  a  similar  description  occurred  at  the 
meeting  in  January,  1846,  if  one  of  the  shareholders 
had  then  addressed  the  meeting,  and  said  that  ''  the 
directors"  means  "  Mr.  Hudson,**  that  putting  12,050 
shares  at  the  disposal  of  the  directors  is  putting  them 
at  the  disposal  of  Mr.  Hudson, — that  the  shares  will  cer- 
tainly be,  on  the  issue  of  the  scrip,  at  a  premium  of  not 

less 
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per  share,  and  that  this  is,  in  fact,  a  resolu-        1863. 

20,500/.  in  the  pocket  of  Mr.  Hudson ;  —if      ^^/-^ 

er  had   made  such  observations  as  these     y^^^  ^^^^^ 

g,  and  if  that  purpose  had  been  avowed       North- 

,  •  r  io.i/>         .        Midland 

7n  to  the  meeting  m  January,  lo4o,  as  it       Railway 

the  meeting  of  the  shareholders  of  the      Compiny 

branch  in  1843,  and  if,  after  all  this,  the      Hudsov. 

determined  to  make  that  present  or  gra- 

ludson,  in  consideration  of  his  services  to 

,  then  would  have  arisen,  in  this  case,  the 

ion,  which   seems    never  to    have  been 

i43,  and  which,  in  my  opinion,  it  is  not 

e  to  decide,  viz.,  the  question  whether  a  As  to  the 

g  of  shareholders  has  the  power,  within  p^ty^/shw^ 

the  act  of  parliament  and  the  partnership  holdera  at  a 

ed  and  incorporated,  to  bind  absent  per-  fng,  to  dispose 

a  minority,  in  thus  disposing:  of  the  funds  ^[  ^^®  ^""^* 

•'  .  .  o«  *  company, 

)any.     That  question    does  not,   in   my  so  as  to  bind 

in  the  present  case,  but  I  am  anxious  that  hddew  orevcn 

Id  fall  from   me  to  lead  to  the  conclu-  a  minority. 

8  Court,  consistently  with   the  principles 

ministers,  could    sanction    such    a    pro- 

le    duties    and    powers   of   the  directors 

reholders    are    defined,   with    reasonable 

he  statutes  applicable  to  this  subject ;  and 

d  becoming  mode  of  proceeding  in  the  case 

great  as  can  be  conceived,  and  as  are  here 

been  performed  by  Mr.  Hudson,  is,  that 

\  shareholders  should,  from  their  private 

es,  contribute  such  sums  of  money,  or  give 

as  each  may  think  fit  towards  creating  a 

ward  such  persons. 

t  is  contended,  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Hudson, 

liums  on  these  shares  formed  no  part  of  the 

he  company;  that  the  capital  was  fixed  by 

K  K  the 
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When  shares 
are  left  at  the 
disposal  of  di- 
rectors, they 
cannot,  directly 
or  indirectly, 
derive  any  per- 
sonal advan- 
tage from  their 
disposal. 


the  statute,  and  could  not  be  increased  ;  that  the  capita 
was  one  million  and  a  quarter^and  no  more;  and  that 
these  shares  were  allotted,  and  the  deposit  and  calls  pai 
upon  them,  it  was  no  concern  of  the  company  by  whoa 
they  were  paid,  and  that  the  capital  of  the  compan 
would  remain  the  same.  I  have  not  come  to  that  conclia 
sion.  I  think  it  immaterial  to  consider,  whether  the  pro- 
fits derived  from  the  disposal  of  the  12,050  shares  ought 
to  be  treated  as  capital  or  income.  The  statute  expressly 
states,  that  the  shares  shall  be  distributed,  in  such  a 
manner  as  a  general  meeting  shall  have  directed  or  shall 
direct;  and  if  the  general  meeting  had  converted  this 
profit  into  capital,  or  if  they  had  divided  it  amongst 
themselves,  as  part  of  the  profits,  they  had,  under  the  act, 
the  power  to  do  so.  The  act  therefore  has  sanctioned 
the  resolution  ;  and,  in  my  opinion,  the  fair  construction 
of  the  resolution  was  this : — the  shares  are  left  to  be  dis- 
posed of  by  the  directors,  according  to  their  judgment 
and  discretion,  as  they  may  consider  best  for  the  interest 
of  the  company ;  that  is,  for  the  interest  of  the  share- 
holders of  the  company.  The  directors  were  not,  I 
think,  intended  to  be  made  liable,  in  case,  through  an 
error  of  judgment,  they  had  disposed  of  some  of  the 
shares,  in  a  manner  which  ultimately  turned  out  not 
beneficial  to  the  company,  although  it  seemed  to  be  so, 
when  they  parted  with  them.  They  were  not,  I  think, 
intended  to  be  made  liable,  in  case  they  had,  through 
an  error  of  judgment,  omitted  to  realize  advantages 
from  them,  which  might  have  been  obtained ;  but  they 
were,  in  my  opinion,  bound  to  be  ready,  at  all  times,  to 
explain  their  conduct  in  this  matter  to  the  shareholders, 
and,  above  all,  on  no  principle  could  they  derive  to 
themselves  directly  or  indirectly  any  personal  or  pecu- 
niary advantage  from  the  mode  in  which  they  might 
dispose  of  these  shares.  This  is,  in  ray  opinion,  the 
fair  construction  of  the  resolution,  and  it  is  the  only 

one 
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one  which  is  consistent  with  equity,  and  the  principles 
on  which  this  Court  acts  in  matters  of  trust.  Such  also 
appears  to  have  been  the  construction  which  the  Plain- 
tiffs have  put  on  it,  for  no  complaint  is  made  in  respect 
of  shares  to  the  number  of  1,800,  forming  part  of  the 
12,050  shares,  which  seem  to  have  been  disposed  of  in 
a  manner  which,  whether  beneficial  or  not  to  the  com- 
pany, has  not  produced,  and  was  not  intended  to  pro- 
duce, any  personal  or  pecuniary  advantage  to  the  De- 
fendant, or  to  any  of  the  directors. 
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The  defence  I  have  hitherto  been  considering  affects 
the  whole  relief  sought  by  the  Plaintiffs,  and  their  title 
to  require  an  account  of  anything ;  but  if  the  Defend- 
ant fails,  as  in  my  opinion  he  does,  in  establishing  it, 
he  then  sets  up  a  separate  defence,  applicable,  in  de- 
tail, to  different  portions  of  the  shares  disposed  of  by 
him.  In  the  first  place,  he  says,  that  though  the  argu- 
ment urged  on  his  behalf,  which  I  have  hitherto  been 
considering,  would  apply  in  terms  to  the  whole  number 
of  6,000  shares  disposed  of  by  him,  he  does  not  seek  to 
retain  the  profits  on  all  these  shares  for  his  own  advan- 
tage. The  way  in  which  the  case  is  put  by  him,  or  by  his 
counsel,  is  this : — The  number  of  shares,  the  misappli- 
cation of  which  is  complained  of  by  the  bill,  is  6,105; 
2,300  of  these  the  Defendant  says  he  sold  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  company ;  and  though,  as  he  contends,  he  might 
claim  for  himself  the  benefit  derived  from  them,  that  he 
does  not  seek  to  do  so,  but  says  that  he  is,  and  always 
has  been,  content,  that  the  company  should  have  the 
profit  derived  from  them ;  and  as  evidence  of  this,  he 
refers  to  the  fact,  that  on  the  16th  of  Juh/j  1848,  he 
paid^  16,000/.  to  the  credit  of  the  company,  which  is, 
what  he  calculates  to  have  been,  the  profit  derived  from 
the  sale  of  these  2,300  shares.  The  remaining  number 
of  shares  he  thus  disposes  of: — 1,106  shares  were,  he 
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says,  applied  to  the  use  of  various  persons  whose  na 

he  does  not  mention ^  in  order  to  secure  or  reward  S( 

vices  which  he  refuses  to  state.    The  remainder, 

sisting  of  1,700  shares,  he  admits  he  applied  for 

own  use;  and  he  justifies  and  insists  on  his  right 

to  do,  as  being  only  a  just  and  barely  an  adequate 

ward  for  the  services  rendered  by  him  to  the  compar 

With  respect  to  the  2,300,  it  is  plain,  even  if  the  obi 

vations  I  have  already  made  did  not  apply,  that  he 

submitted  to  account,  and  that  he  must  account 

cordingly,  and  that  in  taking  such  account,  he  must 

allowed  the  ltj,0002.  he  has  paid,  in  that  respect,  to; 

ther  with  all  just  allowances.      With  respect  to 

1,105,  it  is  insinuated  in  the   pleadings,  and  ope 

asserted  at  the  bar,  that  some  secret  service-mone;^'       of 

this  description  is  essential,  for  the  purpose  of  enabl  5  ^og 

the  promoters  of  a  bill  to  pass  it  through  parliara^^  ac-it, 

and  that  the  services  performed,  and  the  persons      «"^ 

warded  for  the  performance  of  them,  must,  necessa  «•*  'y 

and  as  an  indisputable  condition,  be  kept  concealed ;  ^»  ■^" 

this  was  pushed  so  far  as  to  say,  that  various  pers-^:^  "^ 

who  would  be  too  high-minded  to  take  a  bribe,  in    t*^ 

shape  of  money,  for  assistance  to  be  rendered  in  pafl  ■  *" 

ment,  would  not  scruple  to  accept,  at  par,  shares,  caps-  ^  *^ 

of  being  sold  in  the  market  at  a  premium  as  a  rem\»i^^ 

ration  for  the  same  services.     Whether  this  be  truo    ^^ 

not,  I  am  unable  to  state.     I  can  only  state,  that  b^-^" 

ing  had  some  experience  in  parliament,  I  do  not  belie ^^' 

that  an  attempt  to  resort  to  any  such  means  is  necess^  ^y 

or  useful,  for  the  purpose  of  furthering  the  progress  of  * 

bill  in  parliament.     I  am  sure,  that  if  practicable,  it  '^ 

a  highly  improper  application  of  money  or  shares,  a^^ 

that  this  Court  will  not  attend  to  the  suggestion  of  su<^" 

a  mode  of  application,  as  an  excuse  for  not  rendering  ^  " 

account. 

If 
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^fendant  has  applied  the  property  of  the  corn- 
manner  which  will  not  bear  the  light,  and  for 
^hich  can  not,  with  propriety,  be  stated  even 
ireholders  of  the  company,  and  which  pur- 
!  not  been  distinctly  sanctioned  by  them,  the 
must  bear  the  consequences ;  and  if  he  be 
ith  the  receipt  of  the  money,  he  cannot  dis- 
Dself  by  suggestions  of  any  such  application 
tion  of  it. 
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egard  to  the  remaining  number  of  1,700 
I  Defendant  avows,  that  he  has  applied  to 
se;  and  it  is  contended  by  him,  and  by  his 
1  his  behalf,  that  regard  being  had  to  the 
e  had  performed,  and  the  scanty  nature 
lary  he  received  as  chairman,  the  remune- 
which  he  thus  helped  himself  was  but  a 
id  inadequate  return,  for  the  advantages  he 
rred  upon  the  company.  If  this  plea  were 
!  at  all,  it  would  be  incumbent  upon  me  to  go 
n  detail,  the  services  rendered  by  the  Defen- 
having  done  this,  then  to  inquire  what  bene- 
I  shape  of  remuneration,  the  Defendant  had 
)r  these  services,  which  would  necessarily  in- 
cases, if  any  existed,  of  voluntary  remunera- 
e  shareholders,  in  their  individual  character, 
It  which  occurred  in  the  Scarborough  Branch, 
be  Defendant  has  pointedly  called  my  atten- 
;,  in  truth,  the  plea  is  wholly  inadmissible. 
.  Hudson  accepted  the  ofRce  of  chairman,  he 
the  salary  was  not  more  than  1/.  per  week, 
;  was  content  to  give  his  services  on  that  foot- 
light  possibly  have  considered,  that  the  station 
nee  acquired  in  the  position  of  chairman  of 
ind  North  Midland  Railway  was  a  remunera- 
e  time  and  labour  bestowed  by  him,  even  if  his 

services 
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services  were  not  paid  by  any  salary  at  all;  but  whether 
this  were  so  or  not,  it  is  the  duty  of  every  man  who  ac- 
cepts any  situation,  to  perform  the  duties  of  it  thorough- 
ly and  entirely.     If  they  require  his  whole  time  and 
attention,  it  is  his  duty  to  give  that  whole  time  and  atr 
tention  to  the  due  discharge  of  them.    This  Court  can 
never  countenance  a  person  who  is  placed  in  a  fiduciary 
situation,  in  retaining,  for  his  own  benefit,  sums  of  money 
which  have  come  to  his  hands,  or  have  been  acquired 
by  him  in  that  character,  although  the  acquisition  of 
those  sums  is  due  to  his  own  exertions,  on  the  sugges- 
tion, that  his  services  were  worth  more  than  what  was 
paid  for  them,  and  that  he  was  himself  entitled  to  ascer- 
tain and  determine  the  just  measure  of  their  value.    If 
this  principle  were  allowed,  I  know  not  what  there  would 
be,  to  prevent  any  clerk  from  retaining  the  property  of  his 
master,  on  the  plea  that  his  master  had  not  adequately 
rewarded  his  great  and  meritorious  services. 

If  all  these  defences  fail,  then  another  head  of  de- 
fence is  brought  forward,  which  is,  that  of  acquiescence 
by  the  Plaintiffs.  It  is  contended,  that  they  knew  and 
did  not  complain  of  the  appropriation  of  shares  for 
many  years,  and  that,  consequently,  they  must  be  taken 
to  have  assented  to  it.  The  facts  which  are  said  to 
amount  to  acquiescence  are  those  to  which  I  have  al- 
ready shortly  adverted,  and  which  are  as  follows : — 
the  Share  Register  Books  were  produced  to  the  general 
half-yearly  meetings  in  January  and  t/u/y,  1847,  and  in 
January  and  July^  1848.  In  all  of  them,  the  list  of  the 
shareholders  is  continued  down  to  and  including  the 
letter  Z.  After  this,  there  appears  in  the  book  which 
was  produced  at  the  general  meeting  in  January^  1847, 
an  entry  of  9.610  shares,  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Hudson. 
At  the  close  of  the  list  in  the  book  produced  in  Juh/y 
1847,  a  similar  entry  appears  in  the  same  place,  but  the 

number 
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number  of  shares  is  reduced  to  8,691.  In  January^ 
1848,  a  similar  entry  of  6,141  shares,  and  in  July,  1848> 
a  similar  entry  of  4,99 1  shares,  which  is  the  remainder 
of  the  12,060  shares,  which,  as  I  have  already  stated, 
remained  unappropriated,  at  the  time  when  Mr.  Hudson 
ceased  to  be  a  director  of  the  company.  These  entries 
were  open  to  the  inspection  of  all  the  shareholders 
present  at  those  meetings.  They  must,  therefore,  it  is  said, 
be  considered  to  have  read  them,  and  thereby  to  have 
become  cognizant  of  the  fact,  that  the  shares  were  al- 
lotted to  Mr.  Hudson ;  and  as  they  have  taken  no  step 
in  consequence,  they  must  be  considered  to  have  ac- 
quiesced in  this  appropriation,  and  therefore  they  can- 
not now  disturb  or  complain  of  it  I  abstain  from 
considering  whether  any  acquiescence  to  bind  a  com- 
pany could  be  inferred,  in  the  absence  of  any  posi- 
tive act  of  that  character,  from  the  circumstance,  that 
any  individual  shareholder  might  have  seen  such  an 
entry,  on  four  successive  half-yearly  occasions,  the  first 
of  which  is  less  than  three  years  before  the  bill  was 
filed ;  because  I  think  it  obvious,  that  these  entries  have 
not  the  effect  contended  for.  The  place  and  manner  of 
the  entry  show,  clearly,  that  these  were  the  unappro- 
priated shares  which  were  to  be  at  the  disposal  of  the 
directors ;  if  they  had  been  appropriated  to  Mr.  Hudson^ 
they  Would  have  appeared  attached  to  his  name,  in  the 
list,  in  its  regular  and  alphabetical  place;  and  so  far 
was  it  from  being  considered,  that  this  was  an  appropria- 
tion of  these  shares  to  Mr.  Hudson,  it  is  the  common 
case  both  of  the  Plaintiffs  and  of  the  Defendant,  that 
the  last  entry  of  4,991  describes  the  shares  remaining 
at  the  disposal  of  the  directors,  and  which  had  never 
been  appropriated  by  them,  either  to  Mr.  Hudson  or  to 
any  other  person.  If  the  first  entry  be  good,  to  show 
that  9,610  shares  had  been  appropriated  to  Mr.  Hudson^ 
then  the  last  entry  is  equally  good,  to  show  that  the 
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which  were  entered  in  the  name  of  the  chairman 
company,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  share  list,  in  o 
to  designate  them.  Whether  this  was  the  correct  1 
entry,  or  whether  the  more  proper  form  would  n< 
been,  to  have  entered  the  shares  to  the  directors 
company,  it  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  for  the  purp 
this  suit,  material  to  inquire.  I  am  of  opinion,  th< 
that  so  far  as  regards  the  East  and  West  Ridi: 
tension  Shares,  the  defences  set  up  by  the  Def 
fail,  and  that  he  must  account  to  the  Plaintiffs, 
profits  derived  by  him  from  his  disposal  of  these 

I  have  now  to  consider  the  case  of  the  /7i 
Selby  Railway  Shares  on  this  subject.  The  fa( 
pear  to  be  these.  In  July,  1846,  an  act  was  | 
which  authorized  the  York  and  North  Midlani 
way  Company  to  purchase  the  Hull  and  Selbi 
way,  and  also  to  raise  the  additional  capital  ne< 
for  this  purpose,  not  exceeding  2,000,000,  by  th 
tion  of  new  shares,  according  to  the  directions 
past  or  future  general  meeting,  specially  convei 
this  purpose.  In  October ^  1846,  the  York  and 
Midland  Railway  Company,  at  a  meeting  special 
vened  for  this  purpose,  came  to  a  resolution  to  pi 
the  Hull  and  Selby  Railway,  and  to  raise  the 
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ivas  entitled,  if  he  pleased,  to  take  one  of  these  shares 
for  every  share  of  50/.,  or  any  two  shares  of  26/.  each 
held  by  him  in  the  York  and  North  Midland,  Railway 
Company.  The  number  of  shares  in  the  Hull  and  Selby 
Railway  required  for  this  purpose,  if  every  shareholder 
took  the  full  number  of  shares  he  was  entitled  to,  was 
68,014,  leaving  a  balance  of  4,936  unappropriated  in 
the  hands  of  the  company.  I  have  not  ascertained 
the  exact  accuracy  of  these  numbers,  nor  is  it  material 
for  the  purposes  of  my  present  decision.  The  bill  com- 
plains, that  many  of  these  shares  were  sold  by  the 
Defendant,  for  his  own  purposes,  and  according  to  the 
evidence,  it  appears,  that  1,9 12 J  shares  were,  from  time 
to  time,  allotted  to  various  persons,  who  were  mere 
nominees  of  the  Defendant,  were  sold  by  brokers  in  the 
market  for  various  sums,  but  always  at  a  premium,  and 
that  the  produce  has  been  paid  to  the  account  of  the  De- 
fendant at  his  bankers,  or  applied  according  to  his  direc- 
tion. The  question  is,  whether  the  Defendant  is  bound  to 
account  to  the  company  for  the  profit  thus  realized  by 
him.  After  the  observations  I  have  made  respecting 
the  East  and  West  Riding  Extension  shares,  very  little 
need  be  said  to  explain  my  decision  with  reference  to  the 
HuU  and  Selby  shares.  The  question  is  governed  by  the 
principles,  I  have  already  stated  to  be  applicable  to  the 
transaction  relative  to  the  disposal  of  the  East  and  West 
Hiding  Extension  shares.  In  truth,  if  what  took  place 
at  the  meeting  in  January ^  1846,  and  the  resolution 
then  passed  by  the  meeting,  could  be  considered  as 
any  justification  for  the  course  adopted  by  the  Defend- 
ant, with  reference  to  the  Ea^t  and  West  Riding  Ex- 
tension shares,  that  justification  is  wanting,  so  far  as 
regards  the  HuU  and  Selby  shares.  There  was  no  reso- 
lution of  any  general  meeting  respecting  these  unajipro- 
priated  shares.  There  was  no  observation  made  at  any 
general  meeting  by  the  chairman,  or   by  any  of  the 
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directors,  concerning  them.  They  were  simply 
propriated  shares  in  the  hands  of  the  company, 
the  Defendant  caused  to  be  appropriated  to  wh 
ever  he  pleased,  when  he  pleased,  and  sold  for  hi 
advantage,  as  he  pleased.  In  fact,  the  defence  < 
conduct  of  the  Defendant,  relative  to  the  Hull  and 
shares,  has  been  but  slightly  insisted  upon  by  th 
fendant's  counsel.  All  that  has  been  urged,  oi 
head,  is  reducible  to  this  argument,  viz.  the  Deft 
was,  for  the  reasons  already  urged,  entitled  to  b 
sidered  as  the  allottee  of  the  extension  shares,  th 
posal  of  which  is  complained  of  by  the  Plaintiff 
being  so  entitled,  then  these  shares  in  the  Hu 
Selby  Railway  are  no  more  than  the  number  pr< 
allotted  to  him,  in  respect  of  these  East  and 
Riding  Extension  shares,  which  formed  part  c 
general  stock  and  capital  of  the  York  and  North 
land  Railway  Company.  Assuming  this  argumi 
be  correct,  the  determination  of  this  question 
depend  on  the  decision  to  which  the  Court  maj 
come,  with  regard  to  the  former  shares.  Even  if ! 
to  accede  to  that  view  of  the  case,  it  is  obvious,  i 
my  former  decision  be  correct,  the  Defendant  can, 
respect,  be  considered  as  the  allottee  of  the  exti 
shares  disposed  of  by  him,  but  that  he  must,  wi 
ference  to  them,  be  considered  in  the  light  of  the  s< 
of  the  company,  who  has  taken  advantage  of  his 
tion  to  dispose,  for  his  own  benefit,  of  property  < 
company,  intrusted  to  him  for  different  purpose 
for  which  he  must  be  made  to  account.  And  it  fo 
of  necessity,  from  the  same  principles  and  upo 
same  grounds,  which  I  have  already  expressed 
reference  to  them,  that  he  must  be  compelled  to  ac 
for  the  profit  derived  by  him  from  the  sale  of  the 
and  Selby  shares,  remaining  unappropriated  in  the 
of  the  company. 
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The  result  therefore  is,  that,  in  my  opinion,  the  Plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  relief,  in  this  suit,  on  both  branches 
of  complaint,  and  that  a  decree  must  be  made  to 
this  effect: — Declare  that  the  Defendant  is  a  trustee 
for  the  York  and  North  Midland  Railway  Company,  of 
the  shares  in  the  EcLst  and  West  Riding  Extension 
Railways,  and  in  the  Hull  and  SeUn/  Railway,  disposed 
of  by  him,  or  by  his  order,  in  his  character  of  chair- 
man or  director  of  the  said  company. 
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Declare  that  the  Defendant  is  bound  to  account  to 
the  Plaintiffs  for  all  profits  derived  from  the  sale  and 
disposal  of  such  shares  respectively. 

Take  an  account  of  all  the  monies  produced  by  or 
arising  from  the  sales  of  all  the  East  and  West  Riding 
Extension  shares,  and  Hull  and  Selby  Railway  shares 
respectively,  disposed  of  by  the  Defendant,  or  by  his 
order,  or  for  his  use ;  and  in  taking  such  account,  the 
Defendant  is  to  be  charged  with  interest,  at  5Z.  per 
cent,  on  the  sums  so  received  by  or  paid  to  him,  or  to 
his  order,  or  for  his  use,  from  the  time  when  the  same 
and  every  part  thereof  were  and  was  received  and  paid 
respectively.  And  in  taking  such  account,  the  Defend- 
ant is  to  have  credit  for  all  sums  paid  by  him  to  or  for 
the  use  of  the  company,  in  respect  of  such  shares  re- 
spectively.   And  he  is  also  to  have  all  just  allowances. 


Subject  to  any  observations  from  counsel,  as  to  the 
mode  of  carrying  the  views  I  have  expressed  into  effect, 
I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  is  the  best  form  of  the  decree. 
I  must  give  interest  at  5/.  per  cent,  against  the  Defend- 
ant, because  if  my  decision  be  correct,  he  is  a  trustee, 
who  has  been  deriving  profit  from  the  property  of  his 
cestuis  que  trust.  The  form  also  in  which  I  have  directed 

the 
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the  account  will  render  it  unnecessary,  to  give  any  spe- 
cial directions  as  to  the  interest  on  calls,  due  in  respect 
of  these  shares  disposed  of  by  the  Defendant,  but  which 
calls  were  left  unpaid,  for  some  period  of  time  after  they 
had  become  due.  I  am  also  of  opinion,  that  I  cannot 
charge  the  Defendant  with  the  value  in  the  market  of 
any  shares,  at  the  time  of  the  issue,  which  shall  not  ap- 
pear to  have  been  actually  sold.  If,  on  taking  the  account 
it  should  appear,  that  shares  have  been  actually  sold  for 
the  Defendant,  but  the  exact  time  when,  and  the  price 
for  which  they  were  sold,  cannot  be  ascertained,  in  such 
case  it  will  be  proper  to  fix  the  Defendant  with  the 
average  price  which  the  shares  bore,  during  the  period 
within  which  the  sale  is  ascertained  to  have  taken 
place. 


As  the  expense  of  this  suit,  up  to  this  point,  has  been 
principally  occasioned  by  the  Defendant  resisting  his 
liability  to  account,  he  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit, 
up  to  and  including  the  hearing,  but  the  costs  of  the 
rest  of  the  suit  will  depend  upon  the  result  of  the 
account 
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CABLE  V.  CABLE. 

Feb.  12. 
ffTILLIAM  CABLE,  by  his  will,  dated  ia  1829,  A  testator  be- 

gave    his   residuary   estate  and  effects    to   his  ?e8idue^ohi■ 

executors,  upon  trust  to  invest  and   pay  the  interest,  ^j^e  ^^^  ^^^9 

&c.  to  his  wife,  Maria  Cable^  for  life,  and   after  her  der  to  his 

decease,  to  assign  it  to  his  children  living  at  his  de-  *^j'H"*l*  '*TJ"^ 

cease.      But  in  c^se  he  should  have   no  child  at  his  and  if  there 

death   [which   happened],   **  then  and   in  such   c^e»  none  (which 

be  directed,  that  the  said  stocks,   funds,  &c.  should,  happened), 

from  and  immediately  after  his  wife's  decease,  become  reeled,  "  that 

the  property  of  the  person    or    persons,   who  should  **?"^^A***®!? . 
,        ,  .  ,    ,  y  ,     .    .  ,  .     ^^^^  *>w  wife « 

then  become  entitled  to  take  out  admmistration  to  his  decease,  it 

effects,  as  his  personal  representative  or  representatives,  J^e"  ro^en'^of 
according  to  the  provision  of  the  statute  for  the  distri-  the  person  who 
butionofintestates' effects,  and  in  the  proportion  pointed  become  en- 
out  by  the  said  statute,  in  case  he  had  died  intestate  ^i'^ed  to  take 
,  •  J  »  ®"^  adminis- 

and  unmamed.  tration  to  his 

effects,  as  his 
personal  re- 
The  testator  died  in  1832  without  having  any  child;  presentative," 

his  wife  survived  and  died  in  1851.  ?hTsSe  of 

Distribution, 
On  her  death,  a  question  arose,  whether  under  the  proportions 

ultimate  limitation  in  the  testator's   will,   the  next  of  t*»ereby 

,.  1.1,  ,.  n,.  ,,...,      pointed  out,  in 

kin  at  his  death,  or  his  next  of  km  at  the  death  of  the  case  he  had 

tenant  for  life,  were  entitled  to  the  residue.  ^'^f  intestate 

'  and  unmar- 

ried."    Held, 

It  appeared,  that  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  his  of\inat"tho 

father,  Thomas  Cable,  was  living,  and  was  his  sole  next  ^eath  of  the 

of  kin.     He  died  in  Jlfay,  1840,  and   in  1861,  at  the  not  those  at 

death  of  the  widow,  the  nephews  and  nieces  of  the  tes-  ^^®  ^®*^**  °^ 
^      ^  the  tenant  for 

tator  were  his  next  of  kin.  life,  were  en- 

Mr.  '''^"^ 
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Mr.  Taylor  and  Mr.  Collins,  for  the  Plaintiff.  The 
next  of  kin  intended  by  the  testator  were  those  in  the 
proper  sense  of  the  term,  viz.,  those  at  the  testator's 
death,  and  therefore  his  father  alone  became  entitled  to 
the  residue,  Gundry  v. Pinniger  (a).  The  word  "then" 
means  ''in  that  event/'  and  not  ''at  that  time." 

Mr.  Anderson,  for  Robert  Cable,  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  of  the  testator,  took  no  part  in  the  argument. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Rasch,  for  defendants,  who  took 
the  same  view  as  the  Plaintiff.  The  recent  case  of 
Gundry  v.  Pinniger  is  in  point;  the  case  oi Birch  v. 
Luckie{b)  is  to  the  same  effect.  The  question  is,  whether 
the  word  "then"  is  an  adverb  of  time  or  refers  to  the 
event.  It  is  plain,  on  the  authorities,  that  the  latter  is 
the  proper  construction.  The  ultimate  destination  of 
the  residue  is  limited  by  the  testator,  with  reference  to 
the  supposed  event  of  his  own  deaths  "  intestate  and 
unmarried ;"  in  which  case,  his  father  would  have  been 
his  next  of  kin. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Freeling,  for  other  Defend- 
ants. The  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  was  the  period 
at  which  the  testator's  next  of  kin  were  to  be  deter- 
mined. The  case  of  Gundry  v.  Pinniger  is  distinguish- 
able from  the  present.  Here  the  word  "then"  occurs 
twice  in  juxta-position,  and  must  be  construed,  in  the 
first  instance,  as  meaning  "in  case,"  and  in  the  second, 
as  expressive  of  the  time  at  which  the  next  of  kin  are 
to  be  determined,  that  is,  the  death  of  the  widow  ;  Long 

V.  Blackall; 


(a)  14    Beav.  94 ;  1   Dc  G.,  (6)  8  Hate,  301. 

Ai.  4-  G.  502. 


Cable 

V. 
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yy.BlackaU{a);  Jones  v.  Colbeck{b);  Say  v.  Creed  (c): 
HolUnoay  v.  Holloway  (d) ;  Butler  v.  Bushnell(e).  The 
words  ''died  intestate'*  have  reference  to  the  proportions 
in  which  the  next  of  kin  are  to  take.  Cable. 

Mr.  ColUinSy  in  reply. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

There  is  more  obscurity  in  this  case  than  in  Gundry 
V.  Pinniger  and  the  other  cases  cited ;  but  the  safe 
rule  in  construing  a  will  is,  to  adhere,  if  possible,  to  the 
established  meaning  of  words.  There  is  always  a  dif- 
ficulty in  fixing  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  as  the 
period  at  which  the  next  of  kin  of  a  testator  are  to  be 
determined,  for  in  so  construing  it,  you  must  introduce 
the  words, ''if  the  testator  had  died  then;"  that  is,  the 
sentence  must  run  thus :  "  to  my  next  of  kin,  as  if  I 
had  died  at  the  same  time  as  the  tenant  for  life."  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  the  word  "then"  must  be  con- 
strued as  an  adverb  representing  an  event,  and  not  as 
an  adverb  of  time ;  that  is,  it  means  "  thereupon,"  and 
the  fund  is  "thereupon,  or  in  that  event,  to  be  distri- 
buted in  the  proportions  directed  by  the  statute,  as  if  I 
had  died  intestate  and  unmarried."  If  I  do  not  so  con- 
strue the  sentence,  there  is  a  contradiction  between  the 
two  members  of  it;  but  this  construction  renders  the 
vrhole  intelligible  and  clear,  whereas  if  the  other  be 
adopted,  the  fund  could  not  be  divided  in  the  same 
proportions  as  directed  by  the  statute.  This  construc- 
tion has  also  the  advantage  of  attributing  to  the  ex* 

pression 


(n)  3rei.486.  {d)  5  Fe*.  399. 

(6)  8  Vet.  38.  (e)  3  MyL  i^  K.  232. 

(c)  5  Hare,  580. 
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1863.       pression  "  next  of  kin"  its  natural  signification,  that  is, 
next  of  kin  at  the  death  of  the  testator. 

Cable.  The  word  "  unmarried"  strengthens  this  constraction, 

for  it  seems  introduced  to  exclude  the  widow,  who  was 
otherwise  provided  for,  and  would,  but  for  this,  be 
entitled,  under  the  statute,  at  the  death  of  the  testator, 
but  not  at  her  own  death. 


HARTLEY  v.  TRIBBER. 
Fth.  15. 
In  the  con-       rilHE  testator,  by  his  fourth  codicil,  dated  the  4th  of 

'mili^ci^*  February,  1849,  made  the  following  bequest:— 

dicil,  the  Court  "  I  hereby  give  and  bequeath  to  Marianne  Joseph^  now 
iSoCrir''  my  wife,"  the  sum  of  1,000/.,  &c.,  "  for  the  benefit  of 
herself  and  my  beloved  little  Emily,  our  child,  to  whom 
I  constitute  her  guardian.  And  I  likewise  bequeath  to 
her  the  further  sum  of  600/.,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of 
the  dear  boy  Frederick  B.  Hartley,  to  be  used  as  she 
shall  think  fit.  And  I  constitute  her  guardian  to  both 
the  children,  in  full  confidence  she  will  discharge  the 
trust  faithfully ;  and  I  hereby  recommend  her  and  theste 
children  to  the  affections  of  my  two  sisters,  whom  she 

truly 


previous  will 
and  codicils. 
A  testator, 
by  his  fourth 
codicil  made 
gifts  to  3i., 


giti 

his  wife,  and 
E.t  their  child, 
and  also  to  a 
))oy,  i\,  and 
in  this  codicil 
he  spoke  of 
E.  and  F.  as 
"  the  child- 
ren," and  ap- 
pointed his 
wife  their 

guardian.  By  the  fifth  codicil,  he  bequeathed  4,000/.  to  Af.  '*  for  her  own  and  the 
children's  benefit."  The  marriage  of  the  testator  with  M,  turned  out  to  be  invalid. 
Held,  that  by  the  terra  '^  children"  in  the  fifth  codicil,  E,  and  F.  were  meant. 


1839.  First  marriage. 

1841.  Emily  born. 

1849.  Aug,  Fourth  codicil. 

1849.  Dec.  Second  marriage. 


1851.  March  5tfi.   Codicil. 

1 85 1 .  April.   M  iscarriage. 

1851.  Oc(o6cr.  Death. 
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truly  loves.  I  also  request  my  sister  to  give  her,  the 
sM  Marianne,  my  wife,  the  sum  of  100/.,  out  of  any 
nioney  which  may  be  in  the  house,  or  at  my  banker's 
at  the  time  of  my  decease,  for  her  present  expenses  of 
herself  and  the  children.'* 

By  the  fifth  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  9th  of  March, 
1851,  he  expressed  himself  as  follows:— "I  hereby 
give  and  bequeath  to  my  beloved  wife  Maria''  4,000Z., 
&c.,  "  to  be  used  for  her  own  and  the  children's  benefit, 
as  she  shall,  in  her  judgment  and  conscience,  think 
fit" 

The  ceremony  of  marriage  had  been  performed  be- 
tween the  testator,  and  the  lady  mentioned  by  the  tes- 
tator in  the  fourth  codicil  as  ''  Marianne  Joseph,  now 
my  wife,"  and  in  the  fifth  codicil  as  "  my  beloved  wife 
Maria,"  first  at  Sandgate  in  March,  1839,  but  it  hav- 
ing been  discovered  that  this  marriage  was  not  valid  in 
law,  the  parties  were  married  a  second  time,  on  the 
29th  o{  December,  1849,  at  Calais,  by  a  clergyman  of 
the  Church  of  England;  but  after  the  testator's  death, 
this  marriage,  in  consequence  of  some  informality,  turned 
out  to  be  invalid  both  by  the  law  of  France  and  Eng- 
land. The  parties  had,  however,  lived  together  as  man 
and  wife,  from  the  date  of  the  second  marriage  till  the 
testator's  death,  on  the  I2th  of  October,  1851. 

At  the  date  of  the  fifth  codicil,  the  testator's  supposed 
wife  was  enceinte,  and  this  was  known  to  the  testator, 
but  in  the  month  of  April  following  she  had  a  miscar- 
riage. The  dear  Emily  was  born  in  November,  1841, 
but  they  had  no  other  child. 


511 


1853. 


As  to  the  boy  Frederick  B.  Hartley,  it  appeared  from 

the  evidence,  that  he  was  the  testator's  son  by  C.  H., 

▼OL.  XYi.  L  L  and 
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1853. 


and  that  some  time  previously  to,  and  at  the  date  ol 
the  fifth  codicil,  both  he  and  the  dear  Emily  were  re 


siding  with  the  testator,  and  that  they  continued  to  reside^^ 

with  him  till  his  death.     These  were  the  only  two  chil . 

dren  whom  the  testator  recognized  or  noticed,  though  j 
he  had  several  other  illegitimate  children  to  whom  be^3» 

gave  legacies.    The  testator,  in  consequence  of  the  in j 

validity  of  his  marriage,  really  never  had  any  legitimate^s^^ 
children. 


The  evidence,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  Frederick  B^ 
Hartley y  went  to  show,  that  he  was  treated  and  ac — 
knowledged   by  the   testator  as  (although  it  did  nol 
appear  that  he  was  reputed  to  be)  bis  son,  and  that  h^» 
was  treated  by  the  testator  with  the  same  affection  andE:^ 
regard  as  Emily;  but  the  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  De— ^ 
fendants  tended  to  show,  that  he  was  treated  by  tha 
testator,  not  as  his  son,  but  as  his  godson. 

The  Plaintiff  Frederick  B.  Hartley  filed  a  claim,  tc^ 
have  his  rights  under  the  fifth  codicil  determined,  and. 
at  the  hearing,  an  order  was  made,  whereby  an  inquirj^^' 
was  directed,  to  ascertain  who  were  meant  by  the  word^ 
"the  children"  in  the  fifth  codicil. 


t 


The  Plaintiff  insisted,  that,  by  these  words,  the  tes — 
tator  meant  and  intended  Emily  B.  and  the  Plaintiff^ 
The  Defendants,  on  the  other  hand,  insisted,  that  byv^. 
those  words,  the  testator  meant  and  intended,  and  coul 
only  mean  and  intend  his  children  then  tit  ventre 
merey  and  the  other  legitimate  children  that  might  be^^ 
born  to  him,  in  the  same  way  as  if  the  words  had  been  ^^ 
"  children"  only,  or  "  our  children." 

The  Master  found  "  that  the  children  meant  were, 
the  testator's  children  by  his  reputed  wife  Marianne. 
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To  this  report,  exceptions  were  taken  by  the  Plaintiff,        1863. 

ivhich  now  came  on  to  be  heard.  '^•^^/^ 

Hartley 

V. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  T.  E,  Lhydj  for  the  Plaintiff,  Tribber. 
in  support  of  the  exceptions,  contended,  that  as  the  will 
and  the  codicils  must  be  taken  together,  as  forming  only 
one  testamentary  instrument,  the  fifth  codicil  must  be 
read  in  connection  with  the  fourth,  and  being  so  read, 
it  was  clear  that ''  the  children  "  intended  to  be  bene- 
fited by  the  bequest  in  the  latter,  were  the  same  ''  chil- 
dren "  as  were  mentioned  by  name  in  the  former,  that 
is,  Emily  B.  and  Frederick  B.  Hartley  ;  Sherer  v. 
Bishop  (a) ;  Fuller  v.  Hooper  ( b) ;  Crosbie  v.  Mac- 
dotuil(c);  Beeves  v.  Newenham(d).  They  argued,  that 
when  legitimate  and  illegitimate  children  are  mentioned 
by  name  in  a  will,  and  the  word  '^  children  "  generally 
is  afterwards  used,  in  the  same  will,  it  includes  the 
illegitimate  children ;  Owen  v.  Bryant  (e)  ;  Meredith 
Y.  Farr  (/) ;  Gill  v.  Shelley  (g). 

Mr.  B.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Giffard^  contra.  The  codi- 
cils are  to  be  construed  separately,  and  the  Court 
cannot  look  out  of  the  fifth  codicil  itself,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining  the  intention  of  the  testator,  or  the 
persons  to  whom  the  words  ''  the  children  "  contained 
therein  are  applicable.  The  fifth  codicil  throws  no 
light  upon  the  subject ;  and  supposing  the  fourth  codi- 
cil did  not  exist,  no  other  children  could  be  intended 
by  the  fifth  than  his  legitimate  children. 

If  any  meaning  can  be  given  to  those  words,  they 

must 


(a)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  55.  (c)  1  Dc  G.,  M.  Sf  G.  697. 

{h)  2  Fei .  un  242.  (/)  2  F.  *  C,  C.  C.  525. 

(c)  4  Ve$.  610.  (g)  2  Rut$.  Sf  MyL  330. 
(i)2  Jlic/g.P.C.43. 

L  L  2 
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Hartley 

V. 

Tribbbr. 
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must  be  held  to  mean  the  testator^s  children  by  the 
lady  whom  he  therein  calls  his  '^beloved  wife/'  and 
who  was,  or,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary,  the  Court  must  conclude,  was  belieTed  by  him 
to  be  his  wife.  The  lady  was  his  wife  at  the  dates  of 
both  codicils,  or  at  least  the  marriage  must  be  pre- 
sumed, Piers  V.  Piers  (a) ;  but  the  state  of  circum- 
stances, at  the  date  of  the  latter,  was  entirely  different 
from  that  at  the  date  of  the  former,  for  she  was  then 
enceinte,  as  the  testator  knew.  He  expected  then  to 
have  legitimate  children  (assuming  he  believed  his 
marriage  valid),  and  he  considered  his  daughter  Emily 
legitimate ;  it  follows  therefore,  that  in  using  the  words 
"  the  children,"  simply,  he  meant  his  legitimate  chil- 
dren. The  object  in  all  these  cases  is,  in  the  first  place, 
to  determine  the  possibility  of  legitimate  children  to 
answer  the  description,  and  then,  secondly,  to  see  whe* 
ther  the  circumstances  are  such  as  to  lead  to  the  infer- 
ence, that  the  term  '^  children "  includes  illegitimate 
children.  It  must  appear,  however,  on  the  face  of  the 
codicil  itself,  that  illegitimate  children  are  intended  to 
be  included,  and  parol  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the 
testator  is  inadmissible ;  Hart  v.  Durand  {b) ;  Swaine 
v.  KennerUyic).  Even  the  fact,  if  it  were  so,  of  there 
being  only  one  child  in  esse,  is  not  a  ground  for  letting 
in  an  illegitimate  child,  especially  one  of  a  stranger. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is  this  : — what  is  the  proper  construc- 
tion of  the  words  "  the  children  "  in  the  fifth  codicil. 
I  do  not  stop  to  inquire,  what  would  have  been  the 
effect  and  meaning  of  those  words,  if  they  had  stood 

alone 


(a)  2  H.  Lds.  Cas,  33.     (6)  3  Amtr.  684.     (r)  1  Ves.  ^  B.  469. 
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alone.  The  inclination  of  my  opinion  is,  that  they 
would  have  been  unmeaning^  that  no  one  could  have 
taken  under  those  words,  if  that  codicil  had  stood 
alone ;  but  I  am  clear,  that  the  Court  may  not  only 
look,  but  is  bound  to  look,  at  the  will  and  at  all  the  other 
codicils,  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  any  subsequent 
codicil.  Doing  so,  the  meaning  of  the  fourth  codicil  is  too 
clear  to  admit  of  any  question  whatever.  He  makes  a  be- 
quest for  thebenefitof  his  wife  and  his  beloved  little  Emily 
cur  childy  and  then  be  makes  a  gift  **  for  the  benefit  of  the 
dear  boy  Frederick,**  It  is  not  necessary,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  construction,  that  Frederick  B,  Hartley 
should  be  any  relation  of  the  testator  at  all.  Then  he 
constitutes  his  wife  guardian  '^  to  both  the  children  ;*' 
that  means  to  *^  our  child  "  Emily y  and  to  "  the  dear 
boy"  Frederick.  Whether  he  had  the  power  of  con- 
stituting her  the  guardian  of  another  person's  child  is 
another  question ;  but  this  is  quite  clear,  that  he  in- 
tended to  do  so  if  he  could  by  law.  He  then  recom- 
mends her  (his  wife)  and  'Hhese  children,"  that  is, 
Emily  and  Frederick^  to  the  affections  of  his  two  sis- 
ters. And  then  he  proceeds,  in  the  same  codicil,  to 
give  100/.  for  the  present  expenses  of  "  herself  and  the 
children ;"  that  is,  the  two  children  before-mentioned. 


1863. 
Hartley 

V. 

Tribber. 


The  fifth  codicil  gives  a  sum  of  4,000/.  to  his  wife, 
**  to  be  used  for  her  own  and  the  children's  benefit." 
Why  am  I  to  give  the  word  "  children,"  in  this  fifth 
codicil,  a  different  meaning  to  that  which  it  bears  in 
the  fourth  codicil  ?  He  has  used  the  same  words,  and 
in  my  opinion,  they  mean  exactly  the  same  persons  in 
the  fifth  codicil  as  they  do  in  the  fourth ;  and  whether 
Frederick  was  his  own  child  or  not,  I  entertain  no 
doubt,  that  that  is  the  proper  meaning  of  the  fifth  co- 
dicil, and,  by  this,  the  case  is  disembarrassed  from  any 

question 
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1863.       question  arising  from  the  argument  as  to  the  legitimacy 

^'^^y^'^      of  the  children. 
Hartley 

Tribber  I  must  therefore  allow  the  exceptions. 


FORD  V.  The  Earl  of  CHESTERFIELD. 

Feb.  15,  26. 
Rules  as  to  the  fTlHE  bill,  in  this  case,  was  filed  by  Ford,  a  second 
claiming*D*^  mortgagee  of  certain  estates,  which  had  been  sold 

fendant  to        by  the  Earl  of  Chesterfield,  (the  first  mortgagee,)  under  a 
costs,  in  fore-  ^,  .,.,.  7     ^     -r  j 

closure  suits,     power  of  sale  contamed  in  his  mortgage  deed.  It  stated, 

If  a  disclaim-  among  other  things,  that  the  Defendants,  among  whom 

shows,  that  he  was  Jeffery  Ludlam,  claimed  to  have  some  interest  in 

neveJclafmi^^  ^^  charge  upon  the  property  in  question,  and    were, 

any  interest,     therefore,  necessary  parties  to  the  suit.    The  bill  prayed 

interest,  tliat     ^^^^  ^^^  surplus  monies,  after  satisfying  the  first  mort- 

he  had  dis-       gagee,  might  be  secured  in  Court,  for  the  benefit  of  the 

offered  to  dis-     Plaintiff*  and  the  other  parties  entitled  thereto ;  that  the 

th  ^  ^f°[?      priorities  of  the  several  incumbrances  might  be  ascer- 

of  the  suit,  he    tained,  and  the  money  distributed  accordingly.     But  in 

his^costs.   But  ^^^®  ^^'^y  ^^  ^^^  ^^'^  ^^^^  °°*  completed,  that  the 

if,  having  an     Plaintiffs  might  be  allowed  to  redeem  the  prior  incum- 

neither  dis-       brances  and  foreclose  the  subsequent  ones. 

claims  nor  Jeffery 

offers  to  di*-  •*'     ^ 

claim  till  he 

puts  in  liis  disclaimer,  he  is  not  entitled. 

These  rules  prevail,  though  tlie  Plaintiff  never  applied  to  the  Defendant  to  disclaim 
prior  to  the  institution  of  the  suit. 

In  a  foreclosure  suit  hy  second  mortgagee,  a  subsequent  judgment  creditor,  by  his 
answer,  disclaimed  all  interest,  and  stated,  that  he  had  never  been  applied  to  by  the 
Plaintiff  to  disclaim,  previously  to  the  filing  of  the  bill ;  but  he  did  not  add,  that  if  be 
had  been  so  applied  to,  he  would  have  disclaimed,  or  that  he  had  never  claimed  an 
interest.     Held,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  his  costs  from  the  Plaintiff. 

Where,  in  consequence  of  a  replication  being  filed,  a  disclaiming  Defendant  is 
compelled  to  go  into  evidence  in  support  of  his  answer,  the  Plaintiff  must  pay  his 
costs,  but  not  otherwise. 
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Jeffery  Ludlam,  a  judgment  creditor  subsequent  to  1863. 
the  PlaintiflP^  by  his  answer  said,  he  did  not  claim  any 
interest  whatever  in  the  monies  or  hereditaments  in 
question,  and  be  disclaimed  all  right,  &c.,  thereto.  He 
further  stated,  that  he  was  never  applied  to  by  the 
Plaintiff  to  disclaim  his  rights  and  interest  therein,  pre- 
viously to  the  filing  of  the  bill,  and  he  asked  that  the 
bill  might  be  dismissed  against  him  with  costs.  He  did 
not,  however,  add  that  if  he  had  been  so  applied  to,  he 
would  have  disclaimed  all  interest.  The  question  as  to 
the  costs  of  Ludlam  now  came  on  to  be  argued. 

Mr.  Willcock  and  Mr.  Southgate,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

The  Defendant,  Mr.  Ludlam,  had  an  interest  in  the 
property,  and  not  having  disclaimed  before  the  filing  of 
the  bill,  he  was  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit,  for  the 
estate  could  not  be  released  from  his  claims  as  a  judg- 
ment creditor,  without  bringing  him  before  theCourt.  The 
cases  of  Silcock  v.  Roynon  (a)  and  Gurney  v.  Jackson  (6) 
are  at  variance  with  the  current  of  the  recent  decisions, 
which,  whatever  may  have  been  the  old  practice,  have 
established  the  rule,  that  a  Defendant  is  not  entitled  to 
his  costs,  unless  he  says,  not  only  that  he  disclaims,  but 
that  he  never  claimed  any  interest  in  the  matters  in 
question.  They  cited  Lock  v.  Lomas{c)]  Grigg  v. 
Sturgis{d);  Long  v,  Siorie(e);  Collins  v.  Shirley  (f); 
Appleby  v.  Duke(g);  Per  kin  v.  Stafford  {h);  Gibson 
V.  Nicol  (i) ;  Buchanan  v.  Greenway  (A) ;  Ohrly  v.  Jen- 
kins{l);  Gabriel  V.  Siurgis(jn);  Cash  yf.  Belcher {n). 

Mr. 

(a)  2Y.Sf  C,  (C.  C.)  376.  {h)  10  Sim,  562, 

(6)   1  Smaleif  G.  97.  (t)   ^  ^^»*  ^3. 

(c)   15  Jur.  162.  {k)  11  Beuv.  58. 

(rf)  5  Hare,  93.  (/)    \  TkCSfSm.  543. 

(0    9  Hare,  542.  (m)  5  Hare,97. 

if)  1  Ruu.  if  Myl.  638.  (n)    1  Hare,  310. 

{g)  1  PA.  272;  1  Hiirc,  303. 
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1863.  Mr.  W.  R.  E.  Forster,  contra.   The  Defendant  Lud- 

'^^^^^^^  lam  would   unquestionably  have  been  entitled  to  his 

^^^  costs,  if  he  had  parted  with  all  his  interest  before  the 

The  Earl  of  filing  of  the  bill,  and  by  his  answer  had  disclaimed,  and 

ChESTER' 

FiBLD.       stated,  simply,  that  if  an  application  had  been  made 
to  him  before  he  had  been  made  a  party,  he  would 
then  have  disclaimed  all  interest,  Hiorns  v.  Holtomia). 
He  would  also  have  been  entitled  to  his  costs  (though 
having  an  interest)  if,  before  the  filing  of  the  bill,  he 
had  offered  to  disclaim,  and  by  his  answer  had  dis- 
claimed. Lock  V.  Lomas  (6).    The  same  rule  applies 
where  the  Defendant  states,  by  his  answer,  that  no  ap- 
plication had  been  made  to  him  to  disclaim,  and  that  if 
there  had  been,  he  would  have  released  and  disclaimed 
all  interest,  Gurnet/  v.  Jackson  (c).   That  case  is  directly 
in  point,  and  was  decided  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  upon  a 
review  of  all  the  cases,  and  solely,  as  appears  from  a 
note  in  the  Registrar's  book,  on  the  ground,  that  the 
Defendant  had  no  notice  beforehand  of  the  PlaintiflTs 
intention  to  file  the  bill.     Now  here,  a  large  number  of 
judgment  creditors,  amounting  to  about  forty-five,  have 
been  made  parties,  and  before  taking  such  a  step,  the 
Plaintiff  ought  to  have  applied   to  them,  and  ascer- 
tained whether  they  would  or  not  disclaim.     Not  having 
done  so,  he  ought  to  pay  Mr.  Ludlam's  costs. 

In  Ablett  v.  Edwards,  cited  in  the  note  to  Perkins  v. 
Stafford  {d),  the  PlaintiflP  was  ordered  to  pay  to  the 
disclaiming  Defendants  their  costs;  and  in  Silcockv. 
Roynon{e),  it  was  expressly  decided,  that  the  Defendants 
in  a  foreclosure  suit,  properly  disclaiming,  are  entitled  to 

their 


(a)  Ante,  p.  259.  (d)  10  Sim.  562. 

(6)  15  Jur,  162.  (c)  2  Y.  ^  C,  C,  C.  376. 

(c)  1  SmaU  4-  G.  97. 
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their  costs.  In  that  case,  the  Defendants,  by  their  1853. 
answer,  stated,  that  they  did  not  claim,  and  never  had 
claimed,  any  interest,  and  that  no  application  had  been 
made  to  them,  to  disclaim  before  the  filing  of  the  bill. 
That  case  is  similar  to  the  present,  and,  together  with 
Gumey  y.  Jackson  {a)  and  Ablet t  v.  Edwards  (b)j  has 
restored  the  old  practice,  which,  as  was  observed  in 
Ohrly  V.  Jenkins  (c)  was,  that  a  puisne  incumbrancer, 
who,  being  made  a  Defendant,  disclaimed,  should  have 
his  costs.  The  case  of  Tipping  v.  Power  {d);  Collis 
v.  CoUis(e) ;  and  Baily  v.  Lambert  (/) ;  may  be  referred 
to,  as  having  some  bearing  on  this  point. 

Again,  this  is  not  strictly  a  foreclosure  suit,  but  one 
which  proceeds  upon  the  footing  of  the  sale  already 
made,  and  seeks  to  distribute  the  proceeds  thereof; 
and  the  bill  prays  a  sale  of  any  part  of  the  property 
which  may  remain  unsold  under  the  power  of  sale. 

If  the  Defendant  is  not  entitled  to  costs  from  the 
Plaintiff,  for  the  reasons  already  urged,  he  is  on  the 
ground  that  the  Plaintiff  has  filed  a  replication,  Williams 
V.  Longfellow  (g). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Since  the  case  was  before  me  at  the  hearing,  I  have 
looked  into  the  case  and  authorities.  But  as  I  did  not 
like  to  decide  the  point,  on  my  own  opinion,  and  it 
being  stated  that  there  were  some  authorities,  and  espe- 
cially a  late  decision  of  Vice- Chancellor  Stuart,  which 

supported 

(fl)  1  Smale  *  G.  97.  (c)  14  L.  J.  (CA.)  56. 

(b)  10  Sim.  562,  n.  (J)  5  Hare,  178. 

(c)  I  DeG.Sf  Sm.  543.  (g)  3^1/^.582,  and  see  Mitford 

(d)  1  Hart,  405.  (4th  ed.)  p.  319. 
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1863.       supported  the  Defendant's  view  of  the  case,  I  hav 
allowed  the  question  to  be  re-argued. 

The  result  is,  that  in  my  opinion,  the  effect  of  all  tbi^  m 
later  authorities  is  this: — First,  that  in  suit  for  foreclosur9>"J 
or  redemption  of  mortgages,  where  a  Defendant  disclaims  <^3 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  show  that  he  never  had  and  neves  ^e 
claimed  an  interest,  at  or  after  the  filing  of  the  bill,  thei 
he  is  entitled  to  his  costs.  Secondly,  if  a  Defendant  having 
an  interest,  shows  that  he  disclaimed  or  offered  to  dis- 
claim before  the  institution  of  the  suit,  there  also  hm 
is  entitled  to  his   costs.     Thirdly,  that  where  a  De- 
fendant having  an  interest,  allows  himself  to  be  mad» 
a  party  to  the  suit,  and  does  not  disclaim  or  offer  im 
disclaim  till  he  puts  in  his  answer  or  disclaimer,  in  thi 
case  he  is  not  entitled  to  his  costs. 

All  the  modem  authorities  are  consistent  with  the 
rules,  and  are  reconcilable  with  each  other,  except  th*^ 
late  case  of  Gumey  v.  Jackson  (a),  the  facts  and  circum  ^^^^  ' 
stances  of  which  are  not  fully  stated  in  the  report  of  L^^  '^  ^ 
cited ;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  that  case  does  no^^==^  ^ 
overrule  the  general  current  of  authorities. 

There  is  another  point  to  which  I  must  advert,  viz—  ^^ 
the  filing  of  the  replication  by  the  Plaintiff.  The  rul^"— ^ 
as  to  this  I  take  to  be  this: — that  if  a  Defendant  dis        ^ 

claim,  and  then  the  Plaintiff  replies  to  the  disclaimer 9 

and  the  Defendant  is,  in  consequence,  compelled  to  g^^*^ 
into  evidence  in  support  of  the  statement  in  his  answe^^y 
the  Plaintiff  must  pay  his  costs,  but  not  otherwise.  I 
this  case,  no  evidence  has  been  gone  into,  and  therefoa 
the  Defendant  is  not  entitled  to  his  costs. 

{a)  Since  reported  in  1  Smak  4-  G.  97. 
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WAUGH  r.  WADDELL. 

Feb,  17. 
|%^RS.  WaddeUy  a  feme  coverte,  who  was  entitled  to  where  a  mar- 

^*^-*-     separate  estate,    employed    the   Plaintiff  Mr.  "ed  woman 
■^^^  '^  '  r    ^  employs  a  so- 

^^€Mvgh,  and  afterwards  Messrs.  Waugh  and  Mitchell,  licitorand 

^he  Plaintiffs,  as  her  solicitors.     Having  incurred  bills  ^rote^^te^ 

^tf"    costs,  she  left  them  about  April,  1849.     In  July,  liable,  she  is, 

1 849,  she  again  applied  to  them  to  act  for  her.    This  peJ^ally 

^ be 5  consented  to  do,  on  her  giving  them  an  under-  liable,  a  "party 
-._,    r  ,    .  n.  chargeable" 

•■^•■tmng  to  pay  their  costs  out  of  her  separate  estate,  within  the 

^^^.Waddell,  accordingly,  on  the  18th  of  October,  1849,  ^7';j"|;^^J„*^^^ 

^'SOed  a  memorandum,  requesting  them  to  act  as  her  the6&7  Vict. 

Solicitors  in  certain  matters,  and  the  memorandum  pro-  ^'  Pending  a 

^^^^ed  thus : — "  And  in  consideration  of  your  so  acting  reference  for 

^^    noy  solicitors,  I  hereby  charge  upon  and  will  pay  from  ^  solicitor's  bm 

**^y  separate  estate,  your  former  and  future  bills  of  costs  a^^nst  a  mar- 

^*^^  the  bills  of  costs  of  Mr.  Waugh,  alone,  against  me,  the  solicitor 

*^  fespect  of  these  and  other  causes  and  matters,  toge-  ^""fg^jfto 

*^^r  with  interest  at  5L  per  cent,  per  annum  on  those  enforce  a  lien 
^*t^ady  incurred  from  this  date,  and  upon  those  which  cosU*on  her 
*^^y  be  incurred,  from  the  end  of  every  year,  in  which  »eparate  e»- 

*^^  business  charged  for  may  be  performed." 

In  October,  1861,  Mrs.  Waddell  ceased  to  employ 
the  Plantiffs  as  her  solicitors,  and  on  the  16th  of  De- 
^^*^her,  1861,  she,  upon  a  petition  presented  without  a 
'^^^t  friend,  obtained  the  common  order  for  the  deli- 
^^»>  and  taxation  of  the  Plaintiffs'  bills  of  costs.  This 
^^er  was  in  the  usual  form,  and  thereby  "the  Petitioner 
"^Omitting  to  pay  what  should  appear  to  be  due  in 
^^I>ect  of  the  said  bill,"  the  order  for  taxation  was 
^^e, "and  it  was  ordered,  that  no  proceeding  at  law 
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1863.       or  otherwise  be  commenced  against  the  Petitioner 
respect  of  the  said  bill,  pending  such  reference*'  (a). 

On  the  22nd  of  May  ^  1852,  the  Plaintiffs  delivered  U 
bills  in  respect  of  all  matters,  except  a  suit  and  p 
ceedings  in  lunacy,  as  to  which  an  order  in  lunacy  I 
been  made  on  the  5th  of  August y  1851,  for  taxati 
but  had  not  been  acted  on.  Neither  party  proceedec 
the  taxation,  but  on  the  26th  of  November ,  1852, 
Plaintiffs  filed  the  present  claim,  asking,  on  the  foot 
of  their  lien  under  the  document  of  the  18th  of  Ociol 
1851,  the  ordinary  relief  in  cases  of  mortgage,  or  t 
Mrs.  Waddell  might  be  foreclosed. 

Mr.  Roundell  Palmer  and  Mr.  Chreene^  for  the  Pla 
tiffs.  It  will  be  objected,  that  this  was  a  security  tal 
by  solicitors  for  future  costs,  and  therefore  inval 
That  rule,  however,  was  established  to  protect  the  cli< 
from  oppression,  in  dealings  between  him  and  his  s< 
citor,  and  has  no  application  to  a  case  like  the  prese 
where  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  married  woman  to 
able  to  retain  a  solicitor,  upon  an  understanding 
agreement  that  her  separate  estate  should  be  liable 
his  costs ;  for  otherwise,  no  solicitor  would  act  foi 
married  woman  against  whom  there  is  no  persoi 
remedy.  In  Murray  v,  Barlee(b),  it  was  expres 
held,  that  the  mere  promise  of  a  married  woman  to  p 
her  solicitor's  costs  was  binding  upon  her  separate  esta 
though  in  making  the  promise,  she  made  no  allusion 
it.  They  cited  Owens  y,  Dickenson  (c);  Lord  v.  Wig 
wick  (d), 

I 


(a)  See  15  Beav,  508.  (c)  Cr.  4-  FhilL  48. 

(6)  3  Myl,  ^  K,  209;  7  Sim.  (d)  2  PhilL  110. 

194. 
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jMr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Jesselly  for  Mrs.  Waddell. 
It  does  not  appear,  whether  the  Plaintiffs  claim  merely 
for  bills  delivered ;  but  taking  the  claim  to  be  for  bills 
generally,  delivered  and  undelivered,  and  whether 
partDership  bills  or  not,  then  the  Plaintiffs  proceed 
upon  the  footing  of  a  security,  which,  to  some  extent  at 
least,  is  void. 

By  the  memorandum  of  October^  1849,  Mrs.  Waddell 
undertakes  to  pay  not  only  present,  but  future  bills 
of  costs;  but  as  a  solicitor  is  not  permitted  to  take  a 
secnrity  for  future  costs  (a),  the  memorandum   is,  to 
that  extent,  void.    As  to  the  costs  incurred  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  memorandum,  of  which  no  bills  have  been 
delivered,  no  action  or  suit  can  be  maintained,  either  at 
l*w  or  in  equity,  until  the  expiration  of  one  month  from 
the  delivery  of  the  bill  of  costs  (b) ;  and  if  any  security 
^^»  been  taken  for  such  costs,  it  wants  the  requisite 
consideration  in  order  to  make  it  available.     As  to 
those  bills  which  have  been  delivered,  they  have  been 
^ferred  for  taxation,  and  no  suit  can  be  maintained,  in 
^^pect  of  them,  pending  the  taxation,  for  the  order 
>*^lf  expressly  provides,  "that  the  Plaintiffs  shall  not 
^nomence  any  proceeding,  at  law  or  otherwise,  in  re- 
spect of  their  bill,  pending  the  reference."     It  is  a  high 
^ntempt  of  this  Court,  therefore,  to  commence  any 
^^h  proceeding,  and  the  Defendant  might  have  moved  to 
^Bamit  the  Plaintiffs  for  their  disobed  ience.    But  further, 
*"®  37th  section  of  the  Solicitors'  Act  (c)  expressly  enacts, 
^t  upon  the  application  of  the  party  chargeable,  the 
^^rt  is  required  to  refer  the  bill  for  taxation,  "  and  the 
^urt  or  Judge  making  such  reference  shall  restrain  such 
•'torney  or  solicitor,  &c.  from  commencing  any  action 

or 

f  J)  Jonei  V.  Tripp,  Jacob,  322.  (c)  6  &  7  Vict,  c.  73. 

V*)  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  8.  37. 


Wauoh 

V. 
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1853.  or  suit  touching  such  demand^  pending  such  ref 
The  act  therefore  would  be  infringed,  if  the  C5o 
not  to  restrain  these  Plaintiffs  from  proceedii 
Wadoell.  this  claim.  Mrs.  Waddell  comes  within  the  ter 
of  the  act  and  the  order,  like  any  other  pers 
both,  the  course  is,  to  restrain  the  solicitor,  on 
plication  of  the  party  chargeable,  which  Mrs.  I 
in  this  case,  is.  If  that  be  not  so,  still  so  Ion 
order  for  taxation  stands,  no  claim  or  other  pre 
can  be  supported.  The  authority  of  Murray  v.  2 
is  not  disputed;  but  it  differs  from  the  present,  1 
the  question  was,  whether,  as  to  the  bills  delive 
married  woman,  her  letters  to  her  solicitors  ai 
to  a  contract,  in  equity,  to  pay  them.  As  to  th 
of  the  case,  it  is  said,  that  Mrs.  Waddell  h?LS  bee 
of  laches,  in  not  proceeding  with  the  taxation,  b 
party  might  have  proceeded  with  it,  and  the  I 
therefore  are  equally  in  fault. 

Mr.  Selwyn,  for  the  husband. 

Mr.  M.  Palmer,  in  reply. 

There  are  three  sections  bearing  on  the  que 
taxation,  each  relating  to  a  different  class  of 
The  37th  section  applies  to  the  case  of  a 
chargeable;"  the  38th,  to  one  not  being  tl: 
chargeable  within  the  37th  section,  but  who  is 
to  pay;"  and  the  39th  section  applies  to  the  c 
"  trustee,  &c.  chargeable/'  where  a  party  inter 
the  property  out  of  which  the  bill  is  payable  ma 
a  taxation. 

The  37th  section  of  the  act  has  no  applicatio 
present  case.  It  applies  only  to  the  case  of  a 
chargeable  for  such  bills  :" — to  a  person  agains 

(o)  3  My  I.  4-  K,  209;  7  Sim.  194. 


Wauoh 

V. 
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an  action  might  be  maintained  for  the  recovery  of  the        1863. 
unounty  and  to  one  whom   the    Court  would   order 
to  pay  to  the  solicitor  the  amount  found  due.     Unless 
the  Court  would  order  a  married  woman,  personally,  to     Waddeli. 
pay  the  amount  of  the  bill  when  taxed,  there  is  no  foun- 
dation for  the  proposition,  that  she  comes  within  the 
meaning  of  the  37th  section  of  the  act.    The  37th  sec- 
tion deals  with  the  case  of  an  action  or  proceeding  in 
persoTuan.    The  phrase  "  party  chargeable"  implies  per- 
sonal chargeability,  and,  as  Lord  Eldon  says,  there  can 
^  no  personal  chargeability  on  the  part  of  a  married 
Woman.     It  is  not  known  to  the  law,  and  no  proceeding 
can  be  taken,  except  against  her  trustees  or  against  her 
■©parate  property;    Francis  v.  W^zell(a);   Aylett  v. 
•^*A£oji(ft).     The  summary  jurisdiction  of  the  Court, 
under  the  act,  is  one  involving  a  payment,  and  "  the 
party"  is  one  against  whom  the  Court  can  make  an 
order  to  pay,  that  is,  one  personally  liable.    This  is 
clear,  from  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  37th  section, 
^hich  enables  the  Court  to  dispense  with  the  prohibi- 
^^n  from  commencing  an  action  or  suit  '^  against  the 
P^i^y  chargeable  therewith,"  although  one  month  shall 
^^t  have  expired  from  the  delivery  of  the  bill,  in  case 
^^Te  should  be  probable  cause  for  believing  that  "  such 
P^'ty"  is  about  to  quit  England. 

The  38th  section  does  not  apply  to  this  case,  for  Mrs. 
^^iddeU  is  not  "liable  to  pay,"  and  there  is  no  prohibi- 
^^o  in  that  case  against  an  action  or  suit  by  the  soli- 
ctor against  the  "  party  chargeable." 

The  39th  section  would  exactly  apply  to  the  present 
^Be,  if  the  trustees  of  Mrs.  Waddell  had  given  an  un- 
<lertaking  to  pay,  and  had  become  "  chargeable,"  and 
^^^  separate  property  was  primarily  liable,  but  such  is 

^^  the  case. 

It 

(a)  1  Mad.  258.  (h)  1  MyL  Sf  Cr.  105. 


Wainib 
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1853.  It  18  saici,  bowerer,  that  the  order  to  tax  cot 

nndertaking  to  pay  the  costs;  but  this  can  give 
rity  to  the  solicitor  for  the  payment  of  the  costs. 
WASDiLt.  the  Defendant,  Mrs.  Waddell,  being  a  feM  oc 
unable  to  gire  a  valid  submission  to  pay  them,  1 
of  the  order  are  taken  from  the  act,  and  to  w1 
must  refer,  in  order  to  ascertain  their  import;  ] 
find  that  they  apply  to  an  injunction  against  a  pf 
in  penonam.  This  is  not  a  suit  for  the  recoTei 
Plaintiflfs*  "  demand,"  but  to  establish  a  lien  i 
property  which  alone  is  liable  for  the  payment  ol 
ascertained;  it  is  not  therefore  a  suit  **  touchini 
mand,"  but  for  a  matter  quite  collateral. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  38th  section  of  i 
VieL  c.  73,  does  not  apply  to  this  case,  but  to 
which  the  person  making  the  application  for 
to  tax,  is  not  himself  the  person  employing  the 
Nor  has  the  39th  section  any  bearing  on  the 
case.  As  to  the  37th  section,  it  does  not,  inde< 
to  a  married  woman  personally,  because  she 
"  party  chargeable,"  in  that  sense ;  but  it  does 
her,  when,  as  in  this  case,  she  has  given  an  unc 
to  pay  the  costs  out  of  her  separate  estate, 
separate  estate  is  therefore  chargeable.  Thi 
down  in  Murray  v.  Barlee  (a).  I  think,  there! 
the  37th  section  does  apply  to  a  married  woma 
separate  estate  is  chargeable;  and  if  so,  that  sec 
an  end  to  the  whole  matter,  for  it  prohibits 
citor  from  commencing  any  action  or  suit  till  oi 
after  delivery  of  the  bill;  and  after  it  has  been 


(a)  3  Myl.  &  Keen,  209 ;  7  Sim.  194. 
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aod  referred  for  taxation,  it  restrains  him  from  taking        1853. 

proceedings  pending  the  reference.  >'^^/-^• 

Wauoh 

V. 

^t  firsty  I  thought  this  was  a  claim  simply  to  establish  Waddell. 
the  Plaintiffs'  lien  for  their  costs,  as  against  the  sepa- 
rate estate ;  and  regarding  it  in  that  light,  I  might  have 
directed  it  to  stand  over,  until  after  the  taxation  had 
beeiii  completed  and  the  sum  due  to  the  Plaintiffs  had 
beexi  ascertained,  but  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  claim  goes 
furtliar,  and  ought  not,  therefore,  to  have  been  filed  at 
^*  It  must,  consequently,  be  dismissed  with  costs, 
but  without  prejudice  to  any  proceeding  which  the 
Plci.i  ntiflb  may  be  advised  to  institute,  after  the  amount 
of*  their  bill  of  costs  shall  have  been  ascertained  on 
taic^tion. 


JONES  V.  GREATWOOD. 

Feb.  17. 
(y^^ARLES    GREATWOOD,    by    his   will,  be- A  testator  gave 
queathed  to  trustees  the  sum  of  1,000/.  assured  £,^^^10°^ 
^^  his  life,  upon  trust  to  invest  the  same,  and  to  pay  truitces,  upon 
"*^    interest,  dividends  and  proceeds  thereof  to  his  wife,  jjjg  wife^to^wn 

*«^oA  Greatwaod,  "during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  ceive  the  renta, 
in  .        .  issuei  and  pro* 

^  ^a«e  she  should  so  long  remain  his  widow  and  un-  fits,  and  canv 

"^^■^Hed,  for  her  own  use,  and  to  enable  her  to  bring  up,  °"  ^"  trade  for 
m    •         .  .         .  .  01'  her  own  be- 

*^^intain  and  educate  his  children,  during  their  respec-  nefit,andto 

*'^e    minorities;"   and  from  and  after  the  decease  or  bring'^uj^^ 

^^^oud  marriage  of  his  wife,  the  testator  gave  it  to  his  maintain  and 

^o  daughters,  and  afterwards  to  their  children.     And  children,  </a-  • 

^  ail  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  his  real  and  '^"'^  *^*^"j; 
pQi^  tate.    Held, 

•^■^^nal  estate  and  effects,  the  testator  gave,  devised  that  the  wife 

^^^    bequeathed  the  same  to  his  said  trustees,  upon  J^^ttSthe 

^^^t  to  permit  his  wife  to  have,  hold  and  enjoy  the  buiinett. 

'^Ol.  XVI.  M  H  same. 


Jones 

17. 
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same,  and  receive  and  take  the  rents,  issues  and  profit 
thereof,  and  carry  on  any  trade  for  her  own  use  ai 
benefit,  and  to  enable  her  to  bring  up,  maintain 
Greatwood.  educate  his  children,  during  the  term  of  her  natural  lil 
in  case  she  should  so  long  continue  his  widow  and  ur: 
married ;  *'  and  after  her  decease  or  second  marriag»^ 
to  sell  and  invest,  for  the  benefit  of  his  children,  a 
therein  mentioned." 


The  testator  died  in  1837.  His  wife  proved  his  wi  II, 
and  continued  the  testator's  business  upon  his  house  of 
trade  in  Birmingham.  In  1847,  the  house  was  tak^^sn 
by  a  railway  company,  under  the  powers  of  their  a^  % 
who  paid  5,700/.  for  the  house,  and  2,600/.  for  comp^  ks- 
sation  for  loss  of  business.  In  this  administration  siBk.  i  ^t, 
the  only  question,  on  further  directions,  was,  to  whc^  ani 
the  compensation  for  the  business  belonged,  under  t^~Xrse 
trusts  of  the  will. 

Mr.  Roupell,  Mr.  Rogers,  Mr.  Dean  and  Mr.  Spe^^^ 
for  the  difierent  parties. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought  the  widow 
entitled  to  the  business,  entirely  for  her  own  ben^<5^ 
and  therefore  that  she  had  a  right  to  dispose  of  it  ^^'J' 
herself. 


r^ 


pipe 
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GODDARD  V.  LETHBRIDGE. 

Feb.  19. 
npHIS  was  a  claim  filed  by  Miss  Sarah  Goddard,  in  1816,^. 

against  the  executors  of  Sir  T.  B.  Lethbridge,  fo oooTAree 
W  brother  in  law,  to  have  a  sum  of  stock  replaced,  per  cents,  to 
^hich  stock  or  its  proceeds  had  been  lent  by  her  to  widrand'aft^r 
Sir    T.  B.  Lethbridge.    The  claim  (the  allegations  of  retaining 
whicb  were  supported  by  the  PlaintiflTs  aflSdavit)  stated,  the  surplus  to 

^•^at  in  September,  1816,  the  Plaintiff,  who  had  6,000/.  ^-    Concur- 
t\.  rently,  B.  gave 

'oree  per  cent,  consols  and  5,000/.  three  per  cent,  to -4.  a  bond. 

reduced  annuities  then  standing  in  her  name,  was  re-  Jberepajme^^^^ 

guested  by  Sir  T.  B.  Lethbndge  to  lend  him  6,000/.  of6,ooo/.and 

^<>rth  of  the  stocks,  at  their  then  price,  either  by  selling  interest *and 

®^  Oauch  as  would  produce  6,000/.  cash,  or  by  trans-  lie  wrote  to  J. 
ft*     •  engaging  to 

^'^ng  into  his  name  6,000/.  worth  of  the  stock.    That  replace  the 

'**  consideration  of  her  doing  so,  he  undertook,  when  ^^^^'  '^  ^® 

^^Uired,  to  replace  and  reinvest  in  the  Plaintiff's  name,  cents.    In 

®^  taucb  of  the  stocks,  as,  at  the  time  of  the  advance  fitted  his 

^  bim,  it  would  be  necessary  to  sell,  in  order  to  pro-  obligation  to 

^^ce   6,000.    The  Plaintiff  assented,  whereupon   Sir  the  stock  sold 

^-  -B.  Lethbridge  wrote  her  a  letter  containing  this  pas-  ?y**^T^?Q,o 
^  v^urty  m  iod«y 

*^e  : — ^'  I  have  seen  my  friend  and  adviser,  Mr.  Leigh,  considering 

'^d  he  has  filled  out  a  bond  from  me  to  you,  which,  in  S^  wasX 

^^^^  of  accident  to  me,  will  be  your  security  for  the  restoring  the 

^>000/.  you  have  been  so  obliging  as  to  lend  me,  and  ^^had*not  the 

^^h  I  will  undertake  to  replace  in  the  31.  per  cents,  op/jon  of 
xuU  .  1    .  1.1  •  taking  stock  or 

wQenever  you  may  wish  it,  and  in  the  meantime,  to  pay  money,  held 

half..yearly  into  your  banker's  hands,  full  6/.  per  cent.  I^*V    *'''": 
1^^     ''        J  J  ^  ^  tract  was  not 

^^rest.     You  will,  therefore,  only  have  to  order  your  usurious. 

-  ■t>ker  to  sell  out  your  stock,  or  rather  to  transfer  the 

^^e  into  my  name,  when  I  will  pay  him  all  interest 

^^^  upon  the  same,  up  to  the  day  of  the  transfer,  as 

M  M  2  well 


GODDARD 
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1863.       well  as  the  surplus  sum,  over  and  above  the  6; 
which  you  can  invest  again  or  not  as  you  think  pro{ 
so  that  any  payment  of  interest  to  you  will  commei 
Lbthbridoe.    from  the  day  of  transfer." 

The  bond  referred  to  by  the  letter  was  a  money  hocr^m^, 
dated  the  31st  of  August,  1816,  in  the  penal  sum        cf 
12,0002.,  conditioned  to  be  void  on   payment  to  ^t^Iie 
Plaintiff  of  6,000/.  and  interest,  at  6/.  per  cent  -jpcr 
annum,  on  the  22nd  of  February  then  next.     It  i^mrsts 
prepared  by  the  solicitor  of  Sir  T.  B.  Leihbridgt  ai*n<l 
delivered  to  the  Plaintiff,  who  had  no  legal  advice     or 
assistance  on  the  occasion. 

On  the  26th  of  September,  1816,  the  6,0002.  consols 
were  accordingly  transferred  into  Sir  T.  B.  Lethhrid^^^* 
name,  and  on  the  6th  of  October^  Sir  T.  B.  Lethbrud^^ 
wrote  the  Plaintiff  a  letter,  which  contained  this  pas- 
sage : — "  I  have  heard  from  JDrummonds   to  say  tba^ 
6,000/.  consols  was  transferred  from  your  name  to  xstitiG. 
I  have  ordered  them  to  sell  it,  and  the  amount,  of  cours^^ 
I  shall  send  you  an  account  of,  and  which,  when   the 
other  sum  is  transferred,  will,  taken  together,  be  the 
consideration  for  the  bond  I  gave  you,  and  the  overplus 
of  the  6,000  paid  into  your  banker's  hands.'' 

The  6,000/.  three  per  cent,  reduced  were  transferred        I  j^ 
into  the  name  of  Sir  T.  B.  Lethbridge,  on  the  20th  Jfo-        ^^ 
vember,  1816,  and  the  two  sums  were  sold  and  produceo 
altogether  6,268/.  16s.,  of  which  Sir  T.  B.  Lethbridg^ 
retained  6,000/.  for  his  own  use,  and  he  paid  of^*" 
268/.  16s.,  being  the  surplus,  to  the  Plaintiff. 

On  the  28th  of  February,  1822,  Sir  T.  B.  Letht^^ 

having  forgotten  the  terms  of  the  arrangement,  and  uoa- 

gining  that  he  could  discharge  his  obligation  by  pay^"^ 

6,000i 
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K)/.  sterling,  wrote  to  the  Plaintiff,  to  say,  that  she        18534 
.t  either  take  less  interest,  or  accept  her  6,000/.  lent      ^'^\^^^ 

on  being  reminded  by  the  Plaintiff  of  the  facts  of  ^^^^^ 
case,  he  wrote  to  her  a  letter,  dated  2nd  November,  Lbthieiotb. 
2,  in  which  he  stated,  that  he  had  not  the  least 
Uection  of  the  price  of  stocks,  at  the  time  of  the 
sier  to  him,  bat  finding  their  rise  in  price  to  be  so 
.t  as  the  Plaintiff  had  stated,  he  was  sorry  he  had 
led  to  the  subject  at  all,  and  he  added,  **  until  I  can 
>re  you  the  same  quantity  of  3  per  cents,  which  you 

to  accommodate  me,  I  shall  insist  upon  paying  you 
r  cent.,  otherwise  you  would  actually  suffer  a  loss 
I  your  kindness  to  me ;  and  I  earnestly  request,  that 
debt  from  me  to  you  may  stand  as  it  has  done, 
I  I  can  place  you  in  the  same  situation  as  you  before 
d,  with  regard  to  the  3  per  cent,  stock."  Sir  T.  B. 
ibridge  continued  to  pay  interest  at  6  per  cent,  down 
is  death,  which  took  place  on  the  17th  of  October, 
). 

he  Plaintiff  claimed  to  have  the  two  sums  of  6,000/. 
T  cents,  after  deducting  the  268/.  I6s.,  replaced ;  but 
lis  should  be  refused,  then  she  claimed  6,000  and 
rest 

Ir.  RoundeU  Palmer  and  Mr.  Kinglahe,  for  the 
intiff. 

Ir.  Raupell  and  Mr.  Piggott,  for  the  Defendant  (the 
Butor  of  Sir  T.  B.  Lethbridge).  The  letter  of  Sir 
•B.  Lethbridge,  stating  that  he  would  replace  the 
:k  when  required  so  to  do,  coupled  with  the  money 
i  for  6,000/.  in  cash,  gave  the  Plaintiff,  in  effect,  an 
ion  to  have  either  the  stock  or  the  money.    The  case 

falls 


GODDARD 
V. 
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1853.       f^lls  within  the  decision  in  Barnard  y.  Young  (a\  ^i  ia 

which  it  was  held,  that  such  an  option  rendered  a  cok^z^^oq. 
tract  usurious.     If  such  an  option  is,  in  eflfecty  giver  ^^^ven, 
Lethbridoe.  though  not  so  expressed,  the  result  will  be  the  same  s     -s^  as 
if  it  had  been  expressed.   The  parties,  without  intendiTr:r  m  iW 
it  on  either  side,  have  entered  into  an  usurious  contract  ^^aecL 
the  Plaintiff  holding  a  security  for  6,000/.  advanced  tJ       by 
her,  and,  at  the  same  time,  having  an  option  of  requirirv  mnng 
Sir  T.  B,  Lethbridge^  to  replace  so  much  stock,  in  ca^^s^ase 
of  a  rise  in  their  price. 

Forrest  v.  Elwes{b) ;  White  v.  Wright  {c) ;  HodghSmr^^in- 
son  V.  Wyatt  (c/),  were  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  that  the  contract  between  these  parties  is  r^pf — ea- 
sonably  clear.     It  is  to  be  observed,  that  this  was  z^^moi 
a  contract  between  two  strangers,  or  the  case  of  a  paE=    Jty 
advancing  money  to  a  person  in  distress,  but  wa^^s  & 
contract  between  two  near  relatives  or  connexions.  ^ 

am  of  opinion,  that  this  lady  was  not  to  have  her  opti^^on 
of  taking  the  money  or  the  stock,  and  that  if  the  pi — ^ce 
of  stock  had  fallen,  and  Sir  T.  B.  Lethbridge  had  -^^^ 
placed  the  3  per  cents,  in  her  name,  this  Court  worn— ^Id 
not  have  allowed  her  to  sue  upon  the  bond   for  ^^  ^^ 
6,000/.  sterling.     I  entertain   no  doubt,  that  the  r^sal 
contract  was,  to  restore  the  stock  when  required,  a^  ^ 
accordingly,  I  think  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  hsi-ve 
it  replaced.     It  was,  however,  very  proper  for  the  e:^e- 
cutors  to  bring  this  question  before  the  Court. 

(a)  17  Ves,  44.  (c)  3  Bar,  ^  Cr.  273. 

(6)  4  Ves,  492.  (d)  9  Beav.  566. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


WALLACE  V.  ANDERSON. 

Feb.  19. 
rilHIS  was  a  claim,  filed  on  the  8tb  of  August^  186 1,  Under  a  mar- 

^     by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  for  payment  of  m*^*hTMteet 
the  income  of  a  fund  held  in  trust  for  the  maintenance  were,  after  the 

and  benefit  of  the  bankrupt  and  his  issue.  the  hiwban/ 

and  the  death 
_  ,  »        1    .     iftoft  11^1      ofthewife,  to 

By  a  settlement  dated  m  looo,  and  made  after  the  pay  the  in- 

marriage  oi  Benjamin  B.  Blackwell  and  ^nn  his  wife,  co«>e"in8«ch 
°  -^  '  manner,  for  the 

a  freehold  estate  was  conveyed  to  two  trustees,  upon  maintenance 

trust  for  Benjamin  B.  Blackwell  until   he  should  be-  Serw?K' 

come  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  or  should  otherwise  cease  ^^c  benefit  of 

1  .  1    1    t^     1  •  .  1  ..  nt  the  husband 

to  be  entitled,  by  his  own  act  or  by  operation  of  law,  and  the  iwue," 

to  the  personal  enjoyment  of  the  said  estate  or  the  «» they  might 
^  •'   "^  thnik  proper, 

receipts  of  the  rent  and  profits  thereof.    And  in  case  Held,  that  the 

Benjamin  B.  Blackwell  should  become  bankrupt  or  in-  po^^^^f^f^ 

solvent,  or  should  otherwise  cease  to  be  entitled  to  the  trustees,  as  to 

said  premises,  under  the  aforesaid  trust,  then,  during  oahrfncome" 

the  joint  lives  of  him  and  his  wife,  upon  the  trusts  ^^  "<*'  ^^^^ 

therein  mentioned,  and  upon  further  trust,  that  if  he  bankruptcy,  so 

should  survive  his  wife,  then  upon  trust,  that  the  said  flu  ^u"^!!®* 

trustees  should,  during  the  remainder  of  the  life  of  Ben-  take  equally. 

fomin  B.  Blackwell^  from  time  to  time,  pay  and  apply  ^^'dlrected  as 

and  dispose  of  the  said  rents  and  profits,  in  such  man-  *o  ^^^^  ^ad 

/.         1  .  »  1         .       /.      ^®n  properly 

tier f  for  the  maintenance  and  supper t,  or  otherwise  for  applied  for  the 

the  benefit  of  the  said  Benjamin  B.  Blackwell  and  his  m«ntenanceof 

''  ,  *'  the  issue,  and 

issue  by  the  said  Ann  Blackwell^  as  the  trustees  should  the  assignees 
*.L-    r,  ^^^^^^  were  declared 

think  proper.  enUtledtothe 

surplus. 
Ann  Blackwell  died  in  1844,  leaving  one  child,  «7bAn 
H.  Blackwell. 

In 
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1853.  ^^  1850,  Benjamin  B.  Blackwell  was  declared  ban] 

^■^^^^^^      rupt,  and  the  Plaintiffs  were  appointed  his  assignees. 
Wallace 

V. 

Anderson.        The  Plaintiffs,  the  assignees,  alleged,  that  the  D« 
fendants,  the  trustees,  had  received  considerable  sui 
on  account  of  the  estate,  and  they  prayed  that  thei 
rights  to  the  rents,  during  the  life  of  the  said  Benjand: 
B.  Blackwell,  might  be  ascertained  and  declared,  an-^ 
for  an  account  of  the  rents  since  the  bankruptcy,  an* 
that  the  trustees  might  pay  them  one  moiety,  or  sw 
other  part  as  they  might  be  entitled  to. 

In  1852,  the  chi\d,  John  R.  BtacktoeU,  died  vtnthomHmmt^t 
issue,  and  the  Plaintiffs  filed  a  supplemental  clai]:^:=^HBi, 
claiming  the  whole  of  the  subsequent  rents. 

The  income  of  the  estate  was  about  lOOZ.  a  year,  aL  ^d 
the  trustees  had  applied  the  greater  part  of  it  for  t^  ■« 
maintenance  of  John  R,  Blackwell  until  his  death. 


Mr.  Jessel,  for  the  Plaintiffs.    The  question  may  ■ 
limited  to  the  right  of  the  assignees  to  a  moiety  of  tB-  -•  ® 
rents  during  the  life  of  the  child  of  the  bankrupt.  Aft^^^'' 
the  bankruptcy,  the   trustees   could   not  exercise  iW:"'^  * 
powers  for  maintenance,  &c.  vested  in  them  in  favo  ^  ^  ' 
of  the  bankrupt.    All  that  the  Court  would  allow  the  :^^^*^ 
to  do  would  be,  to  divide  the  income  between  all  tt^  ^ 
parties  interested  in  equal  shares.     This  was  done  l:^^ 
Lord  Longdate  in  Rippon  v.  Norton  (a),  which  is  pir«^ 
cisely  in  point. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Faber,  for  the  trustees.     A  sp^ — 
cial  trust  was  created,  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the  hu^" 

baD^ 

(a)  2  Beao.  63. 


Wallace 

V. 
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band  and  the  decease  of  the  wife,  to  pay,  ^pply  c^nd  1863. 
dispose  of  the  rents  and  profits  in  such  manner,  for  the 
maintenance  and  support,  or  otherwise  for  the  benefit  of 
the  husband  and  his  issue  by  his  said  wife,  as  the  trustees  AiiD«aio», 
should  think  proper.  What  was  intended  for  the  bank- 
rupt, therefore,  was  not  property  of  the  bankrupt  which 
sould  pass  to  his  assignees,  but  the  benefit  of  a  special 
iiscretion  to  be  exercised  in  his  favour,  under  the  abso- 
lute control  of  the  trustees.  In  Twopeny  v.  Peyton  (a) 
%  testatrix  had  first  giren  a  share  in  a  fund  to  her  ne- 
phew ;  and,  on  his  becoming  bankrupt,  she  revoked  the 
bequest,  and  directed  her  trustees  to  apply  the  whole, 
or  such  part  of  the  interest  of  the  share  for  his  main- 
tenance and  support,  and  for  no  other  purpose,  as 
they,  in  their  discretion,  should  think  most  expedient. 
The  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  held,  that  it  was  im- 
possible to  apply  the  interest  of  the  share  in  any  way 
not  comprehending  the  maintenance  and  support  of  the 
bankrupt,  and  that  the  interest  did  not  pass  to  the  as- 
signees. Again,  in  Kearsley  v.  Woodcock  (&)  the  assig- 
nees took  nothing  but  what  was  not  required  for  the 
support  and  maintenance  of  the  bankrupt,  his  wife  and 
children ;  and  in  Lord  v.  Bunn  (c)  it  was  held,  that  such 
a  discretion  and  power,  given  to  trustees,  was  not  taken 
away  by  the  husband's  insolvency. 

The  interval  between  the  bankruptcy  and  the  death 
of  the  infant  was  about  two  years,  and  the  trustees,  who 
have  not  applied  the  whole  of  the  income,  and  have  a 
small  balance  in  hand,  are  ready  to  account  for  it. 

Mr.  Jesself  in  reply.    The  case  of  Kearsley  v.  Wood- 
cock^ in  which  Rippon  v.  Norton  was  cited,  is  distin- 
guishable 

(•)  10  Sim.  487.     (6)  3  Hare,  185.     (c)  2  F.  4  C.  C.  C.  98. 
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1853. 

Wallace 

V. 

Anderboh. 


guishable  from  the  present  case,  for  there  the  trust  w^ 
for  the  benefit  of  such  of  them,  the  bankrupt,  his  wi^ 
and  family,  or  otherwise,  as  the  trustees  should  think  pi 
per ;  and  it  was  held,  that  though  he  had  no  separat 
interest,  yet  any  interest  the  bankrupt  might  have  in  t1 
fund,  after  such  portion  as  should  be  found  not  applr 
cable  to  the  support  of  his  wife  and  children,  passed 
the  assignees.     Rippon  v.  Norton  is  therefore  left  u 
touched  by  that  case.     The  effect  of  holding  that  tl 
discretion  of  the  trustees,  in  such  a  case,  is  taken  awa^^— 
is  not  the  same  as  saying,  that  no  such  power  can  exis 
but  only  that  its  exercise  would  be  a  violation  of 
bankrupt  laws. 


•as 
if 


The  power  is  a  trust  and  cannot  be  exercised  to  tl 
exclusion  of  any  object  of  it,  and  whatever  ought  to 
given  by  the  trustees  to  the  bankrupt,  the  assigni 
would  be  entitled  to.  Here,  the  trustees  have  given 
bankrupt  nothing,  but  they  have  increased  his  alio' 
ance  for  keeping  his  child.  They  have,  in  fact,  ex< 
cised  no  discretion  at  all,  as  to  the  amount  for  mai 
tenance,  and  they  had  no  power  to  give  anything  afl 
the  bankruptcy.  If,  however,  the  Court  should  thi 
they  had  a  discretion,  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
inquiry,  as  to  what  part  the  assignees  ought  to  ha 
and  as  to  the  bona  fides  of  the  trustees  in  their  app 
cation  of  the  income. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


I  am  not  satisfied,  that  the  point  which  has  arisen 
the  present  case  was  argued  in  Rippon  v.  Norton, 
say  that  the  discretion  of  the  trustees,  as  to  the  app  ^m- 
cation  of  the  income,  was  gone  by  the  bankruptcy^  '^ 
to  say,  that  it  never  arose,  and  the  object  of  the  trt»^^ 

yiOViJd 
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would  thereby  be  defeated.  I  am  not  sure  that  the 
Court  would  not,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  follow  the 
rule  laid  down  in  Kearsley  v.  Woodcock.  I  shall  there- 
fore direct  an  inquiry,  as  to  what  sums  have  been  pro- 
perly applied  by  the  Defendants,  the  trustees,  for  the 
maintenance,  support  and  benefit  of  the  infant  child 
of  the  bankrupt,  during  his  life,  and  there  must  be  a  de- 
claration, that  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  balance 
of  the  net  rents  not  so  applied,  and  to  the  whole  rents 
since  the  death  of  the  infant.  There  must  be  an  account 
of  the  receipts  of  the  trustees  on  this  footing. 


1863. 

Wallace 

V. 

Andersow. 


TRIMMELL  v.  FELL. 

T>Y  indenture  of  settlement,  dated  6th  July^  1844, 
-^^  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Hutton,  under  a  joint  power,  vested 
a  sum  of  1,300/.  consols  in  trustees,  in  trust  to  pay  the 
dividend  to  Mrs.  Hutton,  during  the  joint  lives  of  her- 
self and  Mr.  Hutton,  for  her  separate  use.  And  from 
and  immediately  after  the  determination  of  the  aforesaid 
trust  in  favour  of  the  said  Frances  Hutton,  for  the  joint 
lives  of  herself  and  the  said  J?..  Hutton,  in  case  the 
same  trust  should  determine  by  the  death  of  the  said 
R.  Hutton,  then  the  said  trust  monies,  kc,  were  to  be 
in  trust  for  Mrs.  Hutton,  her  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns  absolutely.  But  in  case  the  said  trust 
should  determine  by  the  death  of  the  said  Frances  Hut- 
ton, then  the  dividends,  &c.,  were  to  be  paid  to  i2.  Hut- 
ton for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  the  said  trust  pro- 
perty, &c.,  was  to  be  held  in  trust  for  such  persons,  as 
Mrs.  Hutton  should,  by  will,  notwithstanding  coverture, 
appoint;  and  in  default,  in  trust  for  such  persons  as 
should  be  of  her  blood  and  kin  under  the  Statute  of 

Distribution. 


Feb.2l. 

Trust  funds 
were  limited  to 
a  married 
woman  abso- 
lutely if  she 
survived  her 
husband,  but, 
if  she  pre- 
deceased him, 
she  was  to 
have  a  ge- 
neral power  of 
appointment 
by  will.    The 
wife  survived 
her  husband. 
Held,  that  the 
power  had  not 
arisen,  and 
that,  therefore, 
her  will,  made 
during  the 
coverture,  was 
inoperative. 


Trimmell 

V. 
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1853.       Distribution..  Mrs.  Hutton  made  her  will,  dated  the  \%^sm  %\ 

of  November y  1846,  whereby,  in  exercise  of  every  power -^^  '■       e 
enabling  her,  she  appointed  and  devised  all  the  real  anc 

Fell.        personal  estate,  to  which  she  was  then  and  at  the  time 

of  her  death  might  be  seised,  possessed  or  entitled,  ortc^         c 
which  she  had  power  to  dispose  of  by  that  her  will,  antc^.:^         t 

trustees,  upon  trust  for  her  husband  for  life,  and  ftft^r^^a^ ^ 

his  decease,  upon  trust  to  sell  and  pay  600Z.  to  JuUcnKs^T^^a 
the  wife  of  Peter  Frederick  Robinson^  and  invest  th»  isr^^Bie 
residue  for  her  daughter  Caroline  Fell  for  life,  with 
mainder  to  her  children. 

In  1848,  Mr.  Hutton  died  leaving  Mrs.  Hutton  su 
viving,  and  who  afterwards  died,  without  having  repu 
lished  or  revoked  her  will  of  1845.     In  January ^  185' 
administration  with  the  will  annexed  was  granted  to  th^ 
Plaintiff,  of  the  chattels,  &c.,  of  Mrs.  Hutton^  limited 
such  personal  estate,  as,  by  the  settlement  of  1R44,  %h 
had  a  right  to  appoint  or  dispose  of.     In  Fehiruary^^ 
1852,  Caroline  Fell  took  out  administration  to  the  res' 
of  the  goods,  chattels  and  credits  of  her  mother.     Thi 
main  question  between  the  parties  was,  whether  Mrs 
Huttoiis  will  was  valid  and  operative,  as  to  the  1,3002 
consols  comprised  in  the  settlement  of  1844,  notwith* 
standing  she  survived  her  husband. 

Mr.  Lhyd  and  Mr.  Rogers^  for  the  Plaintiffs,  (th^ 
trustees  of  the  settlement  of  1844,)  stated  the  case. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Shebbeare,  for  the  Defendants 
Fell  and  wife.  The  power  given  to  Mrs.  Hutton  by  th^ 
deed  of  1844,  was  only  to  arise  in  an  event  which  hever* 
happened,  namely,  in  case  of  the  determination  of  the 
trust  in  favour  of  Mrs.  Hutton,  by  her  death  in  her  hus^ 
band's  lifetime.  This  event  not  having  happened,  the 
power  never  arose,  for  it  was  only  to  come  into  operatioa 
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Dpon  tbe  happening  of  that  event  and  not  otherwise.  It  1853. 
was  intended  to  give  her,  during  the  coverture,  a  testa- 
mentary power,  which  would  restrict  the  rights  of  her  hus* 
band  by  survivorship ;  but  it  was  not  necessary  to  give 
her  such  a  power,  in  the  event  of  her  being  the  survivor, 
for  being  then  ^ftme  iole,  she  had  the  capacity  of  mak- 
ing a  will,  independently  of  any  such  power.  Strictly 
speaking,  she  could  only  make  a  will  as  fkfeme  sole,  for  a 
testamentary  instrument,  executed  by  a  married  woman 
during  coverture,  in  exercise  of  a  power,  though  it  pur- 
ports to  be  a  will,  is  not,  properly  speaking,  a  will,  but 
an  appointment;  Mrs.  Hutton  exercised  her  power 
during  coverture,  but  in  the  event  which  has  occurred, 
her  power  never  arose,  and  the  appointment  is  inopera- 
tive. Price  V.  Parker  (a).  She  ought  to  have  repub- 
lished the  testamentary  instrument  after  the  death  of 
her  husband,  and  then  it  would  have  constituted  a  valid 
will,  in  the  ordinary  sense,  and  have  operated  on  the 
property  in  question,  which  would  then  have  passed 
under  it,  for  she  had  then  an  absolute  interest  in  it. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  for  tbe  legatee,  Peter  Robinson  and 
wife,  and  Mr.  E.  F.  Smith  for  the  children  of  Mr.  and 
VLrs.  FeU. 

This  will  is  valid  and  effectual,  and  operates  on  the 
1,300/.  consols.  The  settlement,  in  substance,  gave 
her  a  power  of  appointment  by  will,  with  an  abso- 
lute interest  in  default  of  its  execution.  There  is  no 
substantial  difference  between  this  case,  and  that  in 
which  a  power  is  given  to  a  married  woman  to  ap- 
point by  will  in  the  ordinary  way.  In  Dingwell  v. 
Askew  {b),  a  married  woman,  having  a  power  by  will 

to 

(a)  16  Sim.  198.  (6)  1  Cos,  427. 


Trimmbll 


640  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1863.  to  appoint  stocks,  made  her  will  during  coTerture,  ap- 
pointing it.  She  survived  her  husband  and  afterwards 
had  the  stock  transferred  into  her  own  name.    The 

Fell.        Court  held,  that  this  did  not  operate  as  a  revocation,  and 
was  "very  clearly  of  opinion"  that  "this  property  woDJd 
pass  by  this  will."   This  case  was  followed  in  Cloughf. 
Clough  (a).    [  The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  difficulty 
here  is  not  whether  the  will  is  revoked,  but  whether 
the  power  ever  arose  at  all.]    The  will  was  valid  in  its 
inception,  as  an  execution  of  a  power  to  be  exercised  by 
her  during  the  joint  lives  of  herself  and  her  husband; 
it  continued  valid  down  to  the  death  of  her  husband, 
and  was  not  rendered  void  by  that  event.     After  becom- 
ing discovert,  Mrs.  Button  was  justified  in  treating  it  as 
she  did,  as  a  valid  will  without  republication.   Morw» 
V.  Thompson  (i),  and  several  of  the  old  authorities,  are 
at  variance   with    Price  v.  Parker.      In   Morwan  ?. 
Thompson  (b),  the  settlement  was  in  effect  this :— that  if 
the  wife  died  before  the  husband,  the  sum  of  700/.  was 
to  be  paid,  on  his  death,  to  such  persons  as  she  by  will 
should  direct.    If  she  survived  him,  then  the  700/.  were 
to  be  paid  to  her.     She  made  a  will  in  1807,  her  hus- 
band died  in  1819,  and  she  died  in  1820;  and  SirJoh 
Nicholl  was  of  opinion,  that  the  will  "  remained  valid 
after  the  husband's  death." 

They  also  cited  Doe  d.  Collins  y.  Weller(c);  May 
V.  Roper  (d) ;  Goodrich  v.  Shotbolt  (e). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  first  question  must  be  answered  in  the  negative. 

I  entertain 


(a)  3  MyL  4  K.  296.  {d)  4  Sim.  360. 

(b)  3  Hogg.  Ecc.  Rep.  239.  («)  Free.  Ch.  333. 

(c)  7  Term  R.  478. 
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I  eDiertain  no  doubt,  that  where  an  estate  or  a  sum        1863. 
of  money  is  vested  in  trustees,  for  a  married  woman  for 
life,  and  afterwards  to  the  use  of  such  persons  as  she 
should  by  will  appoint,  she  would,  upon  surviving  her 
husband,  acquire  the  absolute  interest  in  the  profterty, 
and  that  the  fact  of  her  so  surviving  and  acquiring  the 
absolute  interest  in  the  property,  would  not,  of  itself, 
affect  any  previous  disposition,  by  will,  she  might  have 
made  ;  and  if  nothing  more  happened,  the  appointees  in 
her  ivill  would  take  the  money,  exactly  in  the  same 
^ay  a«  if  she  had  died  during  the  coverture.     The 
present,  however,  is  a  very  different  case,  and  I  can 
best    explain  my  view  by  the  following  illustration: — 
If  a   sum  of  money  or  an  estate  were  settled  upon  a 
^*^rried  lady  for  life,  for  her  separate  use,  and  the  set- 
tlement provided,  that  in  case  she  should  ^survive  her 
"Usband,  it  should  go  to  her  absolutely ;  but  in  case  she 
should  die  before  her  husband,  then  it  should  go  to 
'^-  -fi.  ;  I  entertain  no  doubt,  that  A.  B.  would  only  take 
>n  the  event  specified,  viz.  in  the  case  of  her  dying  before 
»^er  husband.    The  same  thing  would  happen  if  the  limi- 
^tion,  in  case  she  died  before  her  husband,  was  to  her 
c*^ildren,  or  to  such  of  them  as  she  should  appoint  by 
^^^>  and  none  could  take  except  in  the  event  specified, 

^*    feer  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband.     What 

di  w  . 

**^^rence  is  there,  if,  instead  of  there  being  a  special  and 

^ited  power  of  appointment  amongst  a  specific  class 
y  ^eed,  it  is  a  general  power  of  appointment  amongst 
y  persons  by  deed,  or  among  a  general  class  of  per- 
^^^^  by  will? 

^^hat  is  done  by  this  settlement  is  this : — ^The  trusts 

^    to  arise  in  favour  of  certain  specified  objects  in  one 

^^t,  namely,  in  case  she  survives  her  husband.     In 

^^  case  she  is  to  take  the  property  absolutely.    But 

in 
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1853.       '^^  ^^6  other  event  of  not  surviving  her  husband,  othj 

trusts  are  to  arise,  in  favour   of  a  totally  differe 

class  of  persons.    The  settlement  is  precbe  and  cle 

upon  the  subject.     In  case  the  aforesaid  trust  in  favo~ 

of  the  wife  for  the  joint  lives  of  herself  and  her  ho 

band  should  determine  by  the  death  of  the  wife^  tb^^.    ^^ 

such  persons  shall  take,  as  she  should,  by  will,  appoiiK=z:^t 

that  is  to  say,  this  class  of  objects  are  only  to  ta^ Ik€ 

in  that  event.    This,  I  apprehend,  is  the  principle  o| 

the  decision  in   "Price  v.  Parher  (a),  which   is    neitt^^:^  <t> 

inconsistent  with  nor  militating  against  the  decision  in 

Dingwell  v.  Ashew ;  and  it  appears  to  me,  that  if  I  w^i^^re 

to  hold  the  contrary  in  this  case,  I  should  be  reversS.  xagf 

all  that  class  of  decisions  in  respect  to  estates  and      :S  ■!• 

terests  limited  to  arise  only  upon  the  happening  of  a  s  ^HP^- 

cified  contingent  event.    Neither  does  it  appear  to     -mnne 

that  I  am,  in  the  slightest  degree,  overruling  the  c  ^B.se 

of  Morwan  v.  Thompson  {b).    The  expressions  in  t.^*»«t 

case  are  ambiguous;  the  Judge  speaks  of  the  eflF^^^ 

of  the  settlement,  and  the  exact  words  not  being       0^ 

out,   it  is  impossible  to   tell,  whether  the  fund  ^^ras 

limited  upon  a  particular  set  of  trusts,  to  arise  in   '^h^ 

event  of  the  death  of  the  wife  before  the  husband.         1° 

my  opinion,  this  is  not  the  case  of  a  general  te^*^' 

mentary  power,  given  to  a  married  woman  during  ^^^^ 

verture,  which  may  be  considered  as  continuing  uf^^^ 

her  surviving  her  husband,  and  when  she  has  a  gen^*  *^ 

testamentary  power  by  operation  of  law.     But  the  t-^^" 

tamentary  power  is  here  given  to  the  wife,  as  a  done^    ^ 

the  power,  and  is  merely  a  power  of  appointment,  ancS  *** 

no  way  differs,  in  this  respect,  from  a  power  to  be  e^*^' 

cuted  by  deed  in  a  given  event.     It  is,  in  fact,  a  tr»^^ 

iJi 

(o)  16  Sim.  198.  (*)  3  Hogg.  Ecc.  Rep.  ^^^' 
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io  favoor  of  certain  specified  persons,  which  is  only  to 
irise  upon  the  happening  of  a  particular  event,  which 
ias  not  happened.  If  the  event  had  occurred,  then,  and 
hen  only,  was  she  at  liberty  to  specify  the  objects,  but 
IS  the  event  has  not  happened,  the  power  has  not 
irisen^  and  she  cannot  specify  them.  I  am  of  opinion, 
herefbre,  that  the  first  question  must  be  answered  in 
be  negative. 


COLLARD  r.  SAMPSON. 

f^KlS  was  a  suit  for  specific  performance. 

Feb.  21.  22. 

^AojMcu  West^  by  an  indenture  dated  4th  Juney  1835,  Held,  by  the 

ouveyed  the  property  in  question  to  three  trustees,  to  ^^ff^  ^^^^^ 

^*d  the  same  upon  such  trusts  as  he  {Thonuis  West)^  vernedby  the 

^Hng  his  life,  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  toriting  or  writings,  keUv  BUnk- 

^«r  his  hand  and  seal,  to  be  attested  by  two  credible  f'(*rn  (5  Hare, 

^Oesses,  should  direct,  limit  and  appoint,  and  in  de-  will  not^sealed 

*lt,  upon  other  trusts  therein  mentioned.  ^"^  executed 

'  according  to 

the  formalities 

T'Aomas  West  made  his  will,  dated  the  17th  of  Febru-  ?1!*^^  1"J 

'  Wills  Act,  was 

»    1849,  which  was  duly  executed  and  attested,  as  a  due  execu- 
Uired  by  the  Wills  Act  (a),  but  was  not  sealed,  as  Jequfred^ob^' 

lired  by  the  power.     By  this  will,  he  devised  and  executed  by 
,  ,  .  '  e  ft  writing,  under 

:>mted  his  messuages,  &c.  to  trustees  for  sale.  hand  and  seal. 

But,  held  by 
«  .  .  the  L.  Js.  that 

le  surviving  trustee  sold  the  property  in  question  to  the  title  was 

Defendant,  who  refused  to  complete  his  purchase,  J^f^^ce  oii  a 

le  ground  that  the  will  was  not  a  valid  execution  purchaser. 

\  power  to  appoint  by  writing  under  hand  and  seal. 

Upon 

(a)  1  Vkt.  c.  26,  s.  9.  ' 
XVI.  N  N 
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Upon  a  reference  as  to  the  title,  the  Master  report:: 
that  a  good  title  could  be  made.  To  this  report  exc^ 
tions  were  taken,  which  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 


Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  T.  H.  Terrell,  for  the  Pla^^S 
tifi's.     The  power  was  duly  executed  by  the  will,  thot^    - 
not  under  seal.     Before  the  1  Vict,  c,  26,  a  will 
held  to  be  a  **  writing"  within  the  terms  of  a  power 
quired  to  be  executed  by  any  writing  (a),  and  that      ^Bict 
did  not  alter  the  rule  of  construction,  but  merely  r^^^-u- 
lated  the  solemnities  with  which  a  will  was  to  be  e^  :>c:e- 
cuted.   The  act  provides  (6),  that  no  appointment  by  ^p*^  ill, 
in  exercise  of  a  power,  shall  be  valid,  unless  signed     in 
the  presence  of  two  witnesses  subscribing  the  will ;     ^nd 
every  will  executed  in  such  manner  (c),  "  shall,  so    f^^ 
as  respects  the  execution  and  attestation  thereof,  bo    3 
valid  execution  of  a  power  of  appointment  by  will,  not- 
withstanding it  shall  have  been  expressly  required,  that  ^ 
will  made  in  exercise  of  such  power,  should  beexecot^^ 
with  some   additional  or  other   form  of  execution     ^^' 
solemnity."   Buckellv.  Blenkhorn  {d)  supports  this  vi^^*' 
the  case,  and  is  exactly  in  point. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  W.  H.  Browell,  for  the  Defend- 
ant.    The  formalities  of  a  power  are,  no  doubt,  by  ^^^ 
act  dispensed  with,  where  the  power  is  expressed  to  be 
executed  by  will;  but  in  this  case,  in  the  instrument  cre- 
ating the  power,  no  mention  is  made  of  a  will.     Befof^ 
the  Wills  Act,  where  a  power  was  to  be  executed  "  ^7 
any  writing"  under^seal,  execution  by  will  was  considerea 
a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  power, 

because 


{a)  Kibbet  v.  I^e,  Hobnrt, 
312  ;  Countess  of  Roscommon  v. 
Foickcy  6  B.  P.  C.  158  ;  Doe  d. 
Delegal  v.  Holloway,  1  Stark. 
431  ;     Eawnrds   v.    Edwards,   3 


Mad,  197;  Jflro6,  335. 
(6)  Sect.  9. 
(c)  Sect.  10. 
(d)5  Hare,  131. 
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ecause  a  will  duly  sealed  was  considered  *'  a  writing 
nder  seal."  The  act,  however,  applies  only  to  a  will 
trictly  as  such,  and  not  to  an  instrument  whose  efficacy, 
s  an  execution  of  a  power,  depends  on  its  being  an 
istrument  under  seal.  The  interpretation  of  the  act  in 
iuckell  ▼•  JBlenkhorn  cannot  be  supported.  A  good 
itle,  therefore,  cannot  be  made,  and  at  any  rate  it  is 
)0  doubtful  to  force  upon  a  purchaser. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

M.  must  affirm  the  Master's  finding.  The  decision  in 
i^chell  V.  BUnkhorn  surprised  me  at  the  time,  and 
^  ugh  in  favour  of  my  client,  it  differed  from  the  opi- 
>ii  I  then  entertained  upon  the  case.  Before  the  late 
.^4]te,  it  was  well  settled,  that  a  will  under  seal  would 

a  good  execution  of  a  power  to  be  executed  by  a 
i^^ing  under  seal,  but  I  entertained  great  doubts,  whe- 
'B-,  since  the  act,  a  will  without  a  seal  could  be  held 
l^e  a  good  execution  of  such  a  power.     However,  as 

James  Wigram  has  determined,  that  such  a  power 
'-^  be  executed  by  will  without  seal,  I  think  it  better, 
^^tever  doubt  I  may  have  entertained,  to  decide  in 
^formity  with  that  case,  rather  than  on  my  own 
^gment. 

Besides,  that  decision  was  made  in  1846,  and  has 
ever  since  been  doubted,  and  several  transactions  may 
ave  taken  place  in  reliance  upon  its  authority;  nay^ 
lis  very  will,  made  in  1849,  may  have  been  executed 
^  the  testator  upon  its  authority,  and  on  the  belief 
lat  an  execution  of  the  power  by  will,  without  seal, 
ould  be  a  valid  execution.  Though  I  entertain  great 
>abts  on  the  point,  I  cannot  reverse  the  decision  of 
N  N  2  Sir 
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Sir  James  Wiffram,  but  must  hold  that  the  will  ■    i 

good  execution  of  the  power. 

Exceptions  overruled  ^«. 


Note. — On  appeal,  the  Lords  Jnstices  thoagbt  the  title  too  doul 
to  force  on  a  purchaser.    {June  4, 1853.) 


Feb,  22. 

The  55th  sec- 
tion of  tlie  sta- 
tute 15  &  16 
Vict.  c.  86, 
is  apph'cable 
only  to  cases 
in  which,  for 
the  protection 
of  property  or 
other  like 
cause,  it  is  ne- 
cessary to 
apply  to  the 
Court  for  a 
sale,  and  it  was 
not  intended 
to  enable 
parties,  in  a 
contested  suit, 
to  obtain,  upon 
an  interlocu- 
tory applica- 
tion before  the 
hearing,  a  de- 
cision upon 
the  questions 
in  contest. 


PRINCE  V.  COOPER. 


TTNDER  the  trusts  of  the  marriage  settlement     o^ 
^^      Mr.  and  Mrs.  Cooper,  a  freehold  estate  was  to  t>^ 
sold,  and  the  produce  was  to  be  held  on  certain  trmxsts. 
Mrs.  Cooper  was  dead,  and,  under  her  will,  the  Plai"^" 
tiffs  and  others  were  (subject  to  the  life  estate  oC  b^*" 
husband,   and   other  charges)   entitled   in   remain ^^''' 
The  Plaintiffs  instituted  this  suit,  challenging  the  coti" 
duct  and  character  of  the  trustees,  seeking  the  acJi^*^*' 
nistration  of  the  trusts,  and  stating,  that  Mr.  CooJ^^'^ 
was  in  possession,  and  had  the  principal  managem^^ 
of  the  property,  a  considerable  part  of  which  had  b^^^ 
disposed  of,  and  a  small  part  only  remained.     Tb^*"^ 
were  also  complaints  as  to  timber  felled  on  the  est^-^^^* 
an  account  of  which,  and  also  of  the  rents  and  profit- 
of  the  property,  had  been  refused.     On  these  grouno^^ 
the  Plaintiff,  before  the  hearing,  moved  for  an  order  *^ 
a  sale  of  the  estate,  under  the  15  &  16  Vict,  c.  86(a)* 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Haynes,  for  the  Plaintiffs;    "^ 
support  of  the  motion.     The  object  of  the  suit  is  tb^ 

administraftV^iJ 


(a)  Sect  55. 
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inistration  of  the  estate ;  and  under  the  settlement 
(32,  there  was  an  absolute  trust  for  sale  and  con- 
on  out  and  out.  Under  the  circumstances  of  the 
f  it  will  be  for  the  benefit  of  all  persons  interested, 
Dticipate  the  time  of  sale,  and  have  the  property 
zed  immediately. 


1853. 


[r.  Bavill  and  Mr.  CUffardy  for  the  trustees,  and  the 
esentatives  of  the  deceased  trustee,  cofUrcty  were  not 
d. 


'he  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

be  section  of  the  act  referred  to  does  not  apply  to 
I  a  case  as  this.  If  it  did,  the  effect  would  be,  that 
€8  would  be  heard  twice  over.  The  act  is  intended 
pply  only  to  those  cases,  in  which,  for  the  protec- 
of  the  property  or  other  like  cause,  it  is  necessary 
ome  to  the  Court ;  but  not  to  enable  a  party,  in  a 
ested  suit  and  upon  an  interlocutory  application 
re  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  to  obtain  a  decision 
1  the  main  questions  at  issue  in  it. 
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COYLE  V.  ALLEYNE. 

Feb.  23, 2S. 

If  a  Defendant  fTlHIS  was  a  motion  to  take  the  Defendant's  answer 
files^hU  ai?-  ^^  ^^^  fi'^j  o"  ^^^  ground  that  he  had  not,  before 

swer  without     h^  filed  it  paid  the  costs  of  his  contempt 
paying  the 
costs  of  his 

PUi^Sf Ven-       ^^^'  Defendant's  answer  had  been  found  insufficient, 

titled  to  have    and   he,   not  having   put  in   his  further  answer,    was 

answer  taken     arrested  under  an  attachment,  but  liberated  on  bail.    On 

off  the  file.       the  12th  oi  January .  he  filed  a  further  answer,  and,  on  the 

The  lime  for  i  t      •      i  i         /.  /•       i 

excepting  to  a  same  day,  obtamed  an  order  of  course,  for  the  taxation 

Defendant's      of  the  costs  of  the  contempt,  and  upon  payment,  for  his 

answer  runs  ,  ^  *^  '  r       r  j  ^ 

from  the  filing  discharge  from  his  contempt.    The  costs  were  taxed, 

and'notXm  ^"^  °°*  P^^^'  '^^^  Plaintiff  thereupon  moved,  that  the 
the  time  when  Defendant's  answer  might  be  taken  off  the  file,  or  that 
contempt  are  ^^^  Plaintiff  might  be  at  liberty  (if  so  advised)  within 
paid.  fourteen  days  after  the  Defendant  should  have  paid  the 

costs  and  cleared  his  contempt,  to  refer  back  the  an- 
swer on  the  former  exceptions,  and  that  the  Defendant 
might  be  ordered  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  the  taxed  costs 
of  the  contempt. 

Mr.  Roundell  Palmer  and  Mr.  G.  L,  Russell,  in  sup- 
port of  the  motion,  said,  that  its  real  object  was,  not  to 
disturb  the  answer,  but  to  have  fourteen  days  for  refer- 
ring it  back  on  the  old  exceptions,  after  the  Defendant 
should  have  paid  the  costs  and  cleared  his  contempt; 
for  that  unless  this  motion  was  granted,  the  time  for 
excepting  might  elapse ;  Sidgier  v.  Tyte  (a) ;  and,  by 
excepting  to  the  answer  before  payment  of  the  costs  of 
contempt,  they  would  be  waived. 

Mr. 
(a)  11  Fes.  202. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


549 


Mr.  Rogers,  contrci.  This  motion  is  contrary  to  the 
practice^  for  a  Defendant  cannot  obtain  an  order  to  clear 
his  contempt  until  he  has  actually  put  in  his  answer.  The 
time  to  except  begins  to  run  from  the  period  when  the 
Plaintiff  is  bound  to  accept  the  answer;  that  is,  I  admit, 
from  the  time  the  costs  are  paid.  The  Plaintiff,  there- 
fore, can  be  put  to  no  inconvenience,  because  the  time 
to  except  would  run  from  the  Defendant's  clearing  his 
contempt,  and  not  from  the  time  of  filing  his  answer  ; 
Nedby  v.  Nedby  (a) ;  Haynes  v.  Ball  (b) ;  Smith  v.  Bio- 
field  (c);  Sidgier  v.  Tyte{d),  In  this  case,  the  Plaintiff 
is  not  bound  to  accept  the  answer,  until  the  costs  are 
paid ;  and  there  is  no  authority  to  the  contrary.  The 
answer  is  now  regularly  filed,  and  ought  not  to  be  taken 
off  the  file.  The  Plaintiff  should  have  moved  to  dis- 
charge the  order  of  the  12th  oi  January  to  clear  the 
contempt ;  for  the  costs  have,  under  that  order,  been 
taxed,  but  are  not  ordered  to  be  paid  immediately. 


1853. 


COYLE 
V. 

Alleyne. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


Feb.  28. 


1  have  made  inquiries  as  to  the  practice  of  the  Court, 
and  I  have  ascertained,  and  have  no  doubt,  that  the 
practice  of  the  Court  is  correctly  represented  in  Sidgier 
V.  Tyte.  I  am  of  opinion,  from  the  account  I  have  re- 
ceived, that  the  correct  practice  is  this : — If  a  Defend- 
ant being  in  contempt  files  his  answer,  and  then  refuses 
or  neglects  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  contempt,  the  Plain* 
tiff  is  entitled  to  an  order  to  take  his  answer  off  the  file, 
with  costs,  upon  a  motion  for  that  purpose ;  and  if, 
for  any  reason,  the  Plaintiff  fails  to  have  the  answer 

taken 


(«)  8  Sim.  334. 
(6)  5  Beao.  140. 


(f)  2V.8fB.  100. 
(c/)  11  Vet.  202. 
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taken  off  the  file,  or  if  he  accepts  the  costs,  the  time 
excepting  runs  from  the  period  of  filing  the  answer,  ai 
not  from  the  time  when  the  costs  are  paid.     If  the  Coi 
were  now  to  allow  the  Defendant's  answer  to  rema. 
on  the  file,  on  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  motion  ai 
of  the  contempt,  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  time  for  e 
cepting  must  be  directed  to  run  from  the  time  the  c< 
are  paid.     In  this  case,  therefore,  unless  some  arran 
ment  is  come  to  between  the  parties,  the  answer  mi 
be  taken  off  the  file,  and  the  Defendant  must  pay 
costs  of  the  motion. 


I  at  first  thought,  that  the  answer  ought  not  to  h^a^-^e 
been  filed  until  the  costs  had  been  paid,  but  I  find  -^Llie 
practice  is  not  so. 


GRAHAM  V.  GRAHAM. 

March  1. 

A  testator  ap-  TAMES  B.  GRAHAM,  by  his  will,  after  bequ 

wfe  wle^exe-  *"g  ^^^^  legacies,   and   appointing  his  wife  s 

cutrix,  and  executrix  of  his  will,  gave  the  residue  of  his  real  ^  *^ 

and  A.  trus-  personal  estate  to  his  wife  and  William  Lewis,  tl'^  ^^ 

*,^^f-   ^'^co"  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  upon  trust  to  sell  and  pay  'C' -^ 

dicil  he  re- 

voked  the  ap- 
pointment of 
his  wife  as 
executrix,  on 
the  ground 
that  **  the 

duties  were  too  dated  the  26th  July,  1850,  was  as  follows : — "  I  here  ^ 
arduous  for  a  1 

lady,"  and  he  re^O  -* 

appointed 
A.B.and  C. 

**  executors  in  trust  of  his  will."  By  another  codicil,  he  referred  to  his  having  revoli^ 
the  executorship,  and  to  having  appointed  A.  B.  and  C.  executors.  Held,  that  ^ 
revocation  was  confined  to  the  office  of  executrix  only. 

The  appointment  of  a  new  trustee  under  a  power,  pending  a  suit  for  adnainistrati  • 
is  not  necessarily  invalid. 


income  of  a  moiety  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  the  resic^ 
upon  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  his  infant  son  and  oth^'^ 
He  gave  to  the  surviving  or  continuing  trustee  power 
appoint  new  trustees.     The  fourth  codicil  to  his  wi 
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the  appointment  of  my  wife  J.  O.,  as  executrix 
laid  willy  as  I  consider  the  duties  thereof  too 
for  a  lady  to  perform.  I  leave  and  bequeath 
y  executors  hereinafter  named,  the  sum  of 
ichy  as  a  small  compensation  for  the  trouble 
II  be  put  to  in  executing  their  trusts.  I  nomi- 
i  appoint  William  LewiSf  William  O.  Chraham^ 
}en  Poole,  executors  in  trust  of  my  said  will,  and 
mi  codicils  thereto." 
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Graham 

V. 

Graham. 


le  fifth  codicil  to  his  will,  after  reciting  that  he 
)ointed  his  wife  Jane  Chraham,  sole  executrix 
but  by  one  of  his  said  codicils  he  had  revoked 
)ointmenty  and  had  appointed  in  her  place  TFt/- 
.  Graham,  William  Lewis  and  Owen  Poole,  as 
rs  of  his  willy  and  reciting,  that  as  some  doubt 
rise,  whether  such  codicil  might  not  revoke  the 
made  to  his  said  wife,  the  testator  thereby  de- 
that  in  case  the  said  codicil,  or  any  other  will  or 
theretofore  executed  by  him,  should  have  re- 
mch  bequest  to  his  said  wife,  it  was  then  his 
n  to  revive  the  same,  and  he  hereby  directed,  that 
ustees"  named  in  the  will  should  pay  to  his  said 
B  moiety  of  the  income  of  his  general  residuary 
or  her  life,  without  power  to  anticipate  the  same. 

'am  Lewis,  one  of  the  trustees  named  in  the 
id  also  one  of  the  executors  appointed  by  the 
codicil,  died  on  the  29th  of  August,  1850,  and 
atordiedon  the  12th  October,  1850.  His  will 
dicils  were  proved  by  the  surviving  executors, 
9  G.  Graham  and  Owen  Poole. 


he  12th  December,  1852,  the  testator's  widow, 
he  power  in  the  will,  appointed  Richard  Morris 
ee  of  the  will,  to  act  in  conjunction  with  her. 

The 
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1853.       ^^^  surviving  executors  filed  a  daim  for  the  adininisfl 

tion  of  the  estate,  and  the  cause  coming  on  for  furt-  "M"^er 
directions,  and  upon  a  petition  for  a  transfer  by  the  ^ex- 
ecutors, to  the  widow  and  Richard  Morris,  of  the  r^^  «i- 
duary  estate,  a  question  arose,  whether  the  revocatiom^M.  of 
the  appointment  of  Mrs.  Graham,  as  executrix,  ^  and 
the  substitution  of  the  plaintiffs  and  William  Lewl^  3.8 
"  executors  in  trust"  in  her  place,  operated  as  a  remo^^^CLl 
of  the  former  from,  and  an  appointment  of  the  latter  "ito, 
the  oflSce  of  trustee. 

Mr.  Rovpell  and  Mr.  Lewin,  for  the  Plaintiffs.     TTl-Ee 
three  persons  appointed  **  executors   in  trust"  by    t^I^e 
4th   codicil,  were  thereby  constituted   both   execat^z^i^ 
and  trustees  of  the  will,  and  the  testator  has  complete  1 J 
blended  the  two  characters.    The  reason  assigned     ^^J 
the  testator  for  the  removal  of  his  wife  from  the  exe<:^  ti- 
torship  is,  "  because  the  duties  are  too  arduous  fo^    * 
lady  to  perform."    This  shows,  that  he  must  have  b^^ 
the  oflSce  of  trustee  as  well  as  that  of  executor  ia    1^"^ 
contemplation,  for  the  duties  of  a  trustee  are  much  m^^>*^ 
**  arduous"  than  those  of  an  executor,  and  the  appoi*^^" 
ment  of  the   three   persons  as   "executors  in  tru^*^ 
coupled  with  the  removal  of  the  widow  from  the  c^^^^' 
cutorship,  is  inconsistent  with  her  continuing  a  trust^^^' 
The  acceptance  by  the  surviving  "  executors  in  trust'*    ^ 
the  office  of  executor  is  an  acceptance  by  them  of    t-*^^ 
oflSce  of  trustee,  Mucklow  v.  Fuller  (a). 


Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  J.  H.  Palmer,  for  Defenda^^ 
interested   under  the   contingent  limitation  over,  c(^^^ 
tended,  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  trustees  as  well  as  e^^'' 
cutors,  and  that  new  trustees  ought  not  to  have  be^^ 

appoiot^^ 

(a)  3ac,  198. 


/ 
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K)iDted  under  a  power,  however  clear,  pending  a 
t,  Webb  V.  Earl  of  Shaftesbury  (a). 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Cairns^  for  the  petitioners, 
Ltended  that  the  trusteeship  of  the  widow  had  not 
vck  revoked,  and  in  regard  to  this  appointment  of  a 
19  trustee  pendente  lite,  they  urged,  that,  in  the  absence 
allegation  or  proof  to  the  contrary,  the  Court  would 
ume,  that  the  trustee  had  properly  exercised  the 
^er  of  appointing  a  new  trustee.  They  cited  Cafe 
Bent  (b) ;  Buxton  v.  Buxton{c). 


1853. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

[  have  no  doubt  about  the  construction  of  this 
I.  It  is  said  that  the  testator  has  mixed  up  the  two 
Lracters  of  trustee  and  executor;  but  his  will  and 
licils  show,  that  he  knew  the  difference  between 
functions  of  an  executor  and  a  trustee,  for,  by 
will,  he  first  appoints  an  executrix,  and  afler- 
rds  trustees.  By  the  4th  codicil,  he  revokes  the 
^ointment  of  executrix,  and  appoints  three  persons 
^cutors  in  trust,  and  by  the  5th  codicil,  he  recites  that 
liad  revoked  the  appointment  of  his  wife  as  "  exe- 
rix,''  and  had  appointed  the  three  persons  ^'  in  her 
ce"  and  "  as  executors  of  his  will  ;**  and  to  remove 
r  doubts  as  to  revocation  of  any  benefits  given  to  his 
e  by  his  will,  he  directs  his  trustees  to  pay  the  in- 
ae  of  a  moiety  of  the  residue  to  her. 

The  revocation  of  the  office  of  executrix,  therefore,  is 
I  fined  to  the  office  of  executrix,  and  does  not  ex- 
cl  to  that   of  trustee;    and,   unless  there  is  some 

cause 


[a)  7  Va.  480.         (6)  3  Hare,  245.        (c)  1  Mifl.  ^  Cr.  80. 
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cause  shown,  to  control  the  power  of  the  sarviip^x  xng 
trustee  to  appoint  a  new  one,  the  power  must  1>e 
held  to  have  been  rightly  exercised  by  such  surviir^  m  xag 
trustee. 


THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  SALKELD. 

MorcAl. 
An  informa-     T^HIS  information  was  filed  by  the  Attorney-Gen^  aral 

Sf "JrislUa^*  against  Ralph  Salkeld  and  Emanuel  KiUett,     tie 

was  filed  churchwardens  of  the  parish  of  St.  Giles^  in  the  coce  ■rs.ty 

againstchurch-  ^f  Durham,  in  their  individual  character,  for  an  acco^J^nt 

wardens  ruh'  '  ' 

minatim,  and    and  a  scheme  for  the  management  of  some  charity  f>  vro- 

mode"pointed    P^^^Y  Called  "the  6ri7Z^^a/6  Church  property,"  situi-^te 

out  by  the  59    in  the  parish,  and  to  inquire  as  to  the  validity  of  <^  ^^' 

8.17.    Before  t^*"  leases  thereof,  and   for  the   appointment  of  xm^w 

the  ^we""^       trustees.     The  information  alleged,  that  the  prop^  '^3 

changed.  was  held  by  the  churchwardens,  in  trust  for  cer't^^'^ 

Court  wa^^not    c*^^"^^^'®  purposes ;  that  the  origin  however  of  the  o  t^^" 


prevented         rity  was  unknown,  but  that  the  rents  or  some  p^-  ^■^ 
thereof  had  been  a| 
church  of  St.  Giles. 


d^reef  *  thereof  had  been  applied  in  the  repairs  of  the  pax''^  ^" 


The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  filed  on  the  22n^ 
November y  1852,  alleged,  that  the  property,  ever  si*^*-^^ 
they  could  hear,  had  been  treated  as  belonging  to  t^^^^ 
parish  of  St.  GiieSf  and  the  rents  as  applicable  to  ^  ^^ 
repairs  of  the  church,  and  for  any  other  purposes    ^^^ 
which  a  church-rate  was  raisable  and  applicable,  by  ^'^ 
churchwardens,  or  by  the  churchwardens  and  sidesm. 
or  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish   ^ 
the  time  being,  and  they  submitted  to  the  Court,  whethi  ^^  ' 


le 
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Geo.  3,  c.  12  (a),  the  freehold  and  inheritance 
the  property  were  not  vested  in  the  church- 
nd  overseers  of  the  parish  of  St.  Oiles^  as  a 
orate. 

perty  has  been  let  from  time  to  time,  at  rents 
Kxed  and  agreed  upon  by  the  parishioners  of 
n  vestry  assembled^  but  never  by  the  church- 
f  their  own  authority. 

ifendants  remained  churchwardens  down  to 
Tuhfy  1862,  when  they  both  went  out  of  office, 
Id  was  reappointed  with  Edward  Sinclair^ 
made  the  customary  declaration  nor  entered 
Bee,  but  no  one  had  been  appointed  in  his 


1863. 


jET.  Terrell,  in  support  of  the  information. 

yd  and  Mr.  Faber,  for  the  Defendants.  The 
n  is  improperly  framed  in  respect  of  parties, 
hurchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish, 
)fficial  body,  ought  to  have  been  made  parties 
icial  capacity,  and  not  as  individuals,  by  name, 
no  existing  trustees  of  the  property,  but  the 
•dens  and  the  overseers  have  the  property 
them  as  a  corporate  body,  under  the  69  Geo. 
ind  ought  to  be  sued  in  the  mode  thereby 
it  (a).   The  rents  have  always  been  applied  by 

the 


I  section,  the  church- 
overseers  shall  and 
'  in  the  nature  of  a 
ite,  for  snd  on  behalf 
k,  all  bnildings,  lands 
iments  belonging  to 
"  and  in  all  actions, 
relation  thereto,  ''  it 
ficient  to  name  the 


churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
the  poor,  for  the  time  being,  de- 
scribing them  as  the  churchwar- 
dens and  overseers  of  die  poor  of 
the  parish  for  which  they  shall 
act,  and  naming  such  parish;" 
and  no  suit  is  to  abate  oy  their 
deaths  or  removal  from  office. 
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the  churchwardens  towards  the  repairs  of  the  pa,' 
churchy  which  shows  the  nature  of  the  original  trus^ 


sh 


Mr.  T.  H.  Terrell^  in  reply.    To  some  extent  it.      is 
true,  that  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  are  *^  in.    'ti.lie 
nature  of  a  body  corporate,"  and  the  property  may     be 
vested  in  them  as  a  corporate  body ;  but  the  question     is, 
whether,  as  such,  they  were  capable  of  suing  and     of 
being  sued.    They  could  not  answer  as  a  corpora ti<3n, 
under  their  corporate  seal,  for  they  have  none.     XT'he 
act  of  parliament  gives  them  special  powers  to  hold 
land,  but  there  is  no  instance  of  churchwardens  being 
made  Defendants  as  a  corporate  body,  except  in  s  f3e- 
cial  cases,  where  they  have  been  made  a  corporation. 
Many  cases  however,  exist,  in  which  a  supplemec^tal 
information  has  been  filed  against  succeeding  charcrh- 
wardens,  and  this  shows  that  they  are  not  a  full  ^^^ 
complete  corporation. 


The  following  cases  were  cited.  The  church  ward  ^^^» 
&c.  of  St.  Nicholas,  Deptford  v.  Sketchley  (a) ;  X^oe 
d.  Jackson  v.  Hiley  {b)\  Doe  d.  Higgs  v.  TVny  C^^» 
Rumball  v.  Munt(d);  Ex  parte  Annesley {e) ;  Al€^^^' 
man  v.  Neate(f);  Allason  v.  Stark  (g);  Attorney' 
General  v.  Letcin  (h)\  In  re  Paddington  Charities iiy  - 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  best  course  will  be  to  make  a  decree  in  the  fo^^^ 
proposed,  and  to  direct  the  churchwardens  and  o^^^' 


(fl)  8  Q.  B.  Rep.  394. 
{b)  10  Bam.  Sf  Cr.  885. 
(c)  4  Ad.  if  Ell.  274. 
(rf)8  Q.B.  Rep.  3S2. 
(0  2  Y.^  C.  350. 


(/)  4  Mce.  4-  W.  704. 
(g)9  Ad.^'  Ell.  255. 
(A)  8  Sim.  366. 
(i)   8  Sim.  629. 
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»  to  be  served  with  notice  of  the  proceedings  in 
nbere,  but  the  costs  of  one  attendance  only  to  be 
ived  to  the  Defendants.  The  present  churchwardens 
t  arrange  as  to  who  shall  attend.  Practically,  the 
ih  is  the  Defendant  in  this  case  (a), 
(a)  Reg.  Lib.  1852,  A,  fol.  597. 


JACOBS  V.  JACOBS. 


March  7. 
tlE  testatrix,  by  her  will,  dated  in  1818,  directed  the  Bequest  to  J. 

whole  of  her  property  to  be  invested,  and  the  in-  for  life,  and, 
e  paid  to  her  daughter  Fanny  Samuel,  for  life,  but  ^ease,  to  B.  or 

le  event  of  her  marryin":  (which  did  not  happen),  !>"*»«»">  i" 
•^     ®  ,  rr      /7  ^^^^  manner 

gave  her  400/.  only,  and  the  residue  was  "  then  to  as  he  might 
equally  divided  between  her  son  Abraham  Samuel,  ^Jje^'^'lfth- 
son  in  law  Henry  Jacobs,  or  to  their  heirs,  in  such  out  appointing, 
iner  as  they  might  deem  proper  ;  they,  however,  first  Held,  a  gift,  by 
nng  20Z.  each"  to  two  grandchildren.   But  in  the  event  substitution,  to 
,        ,  .   .  .,,.,,  ,      the  next  of  kin 

^er  daughter  remaining  unmarried  (which  happened),  of  B.,  at  his 

n,  after  her  demise,  she  directed  the  whole  of  her  5"^  "«'  **  ^/* 
'  '     ^   ^  death,  accord- 

perty  to  "  be  equally  divided  between  her  son  Abra-  ing  to  the  Sta- 
rt Samuel,  and  her  son-in-law  Henry  Jacobs,  or  to  ^^ii^^s,  as  te^ 
ir  respective  heirs,  in  such  manner,  however,  as  they  nants  in  com- 
oectively  might  deem  proper,  they  or  their  heirs  first  ^y^^  propor- 

nng  unto  her  two  grandchildren  251  each.  *jons  ^^^  ^7 

^  ^  the  statute. 

The  testatrix  died  in  1821,  and  Henry  Jacobs  died  in 
15  without  appointing,  leaving  a  widow  and  seven 
Idren. 

Fanny  Samuel  died  on  the  4th  September,  1862,  and 
^stions  arose  as  to  whom  the  moiety  given  to  Henry 
yobs  now  belonged. 

rhe  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were,  first, 

whether 
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1853.  whether  this  moiety  vested  absolutely  in  Henry  Jacobs^ 
upon  the  death  of  the  testatrix^  and  on  his  death  passed 
to  his  executors,  or  whether  (no  appointment  being 
made)  it  vested  in  the  parties  designated  as  his ''  heirs.'' 

Secondly,  whether  under  the  word  "  heirs,"  the  heir 
at  law  or  the  next  of  kin  were  entitled.  And  whether 
the  next  of  kin  were  those  under  the  Statute  of  Distri- 
butions, or  the  next  of  kindred  or  blood  (excluding  the 
widow).  And  whether  the  class  was  to  be  ascertained 
at  the  death  of  Henry  Jacobs,  or  of  the  tenant  for  life. 

Thirdly,  whether  the  next  of  kin  took  as  tenants  in  ^ 
common,  in  the  proportions  prescribed  by  the  statutes,  ^ 
or  as  joint  tenants. 

Mr.  Whaley,  for  the  widow  and  the  children  of  Henrys 
Jacobs,  other  than  his  heir  and  residuary  legatees.  This^^ 
is  a  gift  of  the  residuary  estate  to  one  for  hfe,  and  after-* 
her  decease  to  another  person,  or  his  heirs,  and  is  a-^E 

form  of  bequest  which  has  been  the  subject  of  adjudi 

cation,  in  many  cases.  It  has  never  been  construed  as  ^ 
an  absolute  gift  in  the  legatee,  in  case  of  his  death  -^ 
before  the  tenant  for  life,  but,  by  reason  of  the  alternative  ^ 
word  "  or,"  as  importing  a  gift  over  to  the  heirs,  by  way  " 
of  substitution ;  Girdlestone  v.  Doe  (a) ;  Salisbury  v. 
Petty  {b). 

The  objects  of  the  gift  over  are  here  designated  by 
the  word  "  heirs,"  a  term  which  in  equity  is  construed 
with  reference  to  the  nature  of  the  subject  of  the  gift; 
and  in  this  case,  the  gift  being  pure  personalty,  it  must  be 
taken  to  mean  next  of  kin ;   Gittings  v.  M^Dermott  (c) ; 

Vatav 

(fl)  2  Sim,  225.  (6)  3  Hare,  86.        (c)  2  My/,  fy  K.  69. 
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Vaux Y.Hendersm (a);  Doody  v.  Higgins (i) ;  De Beau-       1853. 

voir  ▼.  De  Beauvoir  (c) ;  Evans  v.  Salt  (rf).     As  to  the 

i^t  of  kioy  entitled  to  take  in  this  case,  it  cannot, 

After  the  late  decisions  on  the  subject  (fi\  be  successfully 

maintained,  that  they  are  to  be  fixed  at  any  other  time 

than  the  death  of  Henry  Jacobs,  which  is  the  natural 

period  for  determining  a  man's  next  of  kin.    The  only 

'^maining  question  is,  as  to  whether  they  take  as  joint 

teimants,  or  as  tenants  in  common  ;  but  if  the  next  of 

iirt  take  under  the  gift  to  "  heirs,"  they  must  take  the 

fuisci  in  the  mode  pointed  out  by  the  Statute  of  Distri- 

bunions,  namely,  as  tenants  in  common. 

Air.  Jesself  for  the  heir  at  law  and  the  residuary 

'^S^-tees  of  Henry  Jacobs.    There  is  a  peculiarity  in 

tbis  case  which  distinguishes  it  from  all  the  cases  hitherto 

^^^iided,  in  which  there  has  been  simply  a  gift  to  A.  or 

"5»    heirs.    Here,  a  power  of  appointment  among'  the 

heirs"  is  superadded.     Now  if  the  word  "  heirs"  be 

^^ten  to  mean  "  next  of  kin,"  how  can  that  construc- 

^on  be  reconciled  with  the  power  to  Henry  Jacobs,  to 

appoint  to  some  of  a  class  who  could  only  be  determined 

^fter  bis  death?    The  gift  in  the  first  clause,  to  ^.  or 

^^  heirs,  is  by  no  means  clear,  but  the  second  part  of 

the  clause,  giving  a  power  to  appoint  among  a  class, 

defines  and  limits  the  objects  of  the  prior  gift,  and 

sboiirs  that  the  word  "  heirs"  cannot   mean  "  next  of 

^^"  but  must  be  construed  as  pointing  to  some  one 

'^h©     could  be  ascertained   in  the  lifetime  of  Henry 

•^oc€»£s,  and  that  the  word  "  heirs"  is  used  in  the  ordi- 

^^  aense,  as  importing  the  party  who  takes  by  natural 

succession, 

/l\   ^  ^^'  *  ^^'*-  ^^®-  (^ )  ^  ^«^-  266 ;  and  see  Hayet 

W    O  Hare,  app.  xxxii.  v.  Hayes,  6  Law  J.  (Ch,)  141. 

^«>    15  Sim.  163 ;  3  ff.  o/Ut.  («)  See  14  Beav.  94 ;  15  Beav. 

Csi*  S24.  275. 

^^U  xn.  o  o 
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succession,  namely,  the  heir  at  law ;  Mapp  ▼.  ClaTke(d)] 
Ware  v.  Rowland  (b).     If  the  Court  cannot  see  a  clear 
intention  to  give  the  property  to  the  next  of  kin,  then , 
it  must  go  to  the  party  designated  by  the  word  '^  heir,**'* 
in  its  proper  sense. 


^  ^; 


r-n 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  the  gift  of  a  moiety  of  the  re— -^ 
sidue  to  Henry  Jacobs  or  his  heirs,  is  a  gift  by  sobsti — 
tution  to  the  person  or  class  designated  as  his  heirs,  ica 
the  event,  which  happened,  of  the  legatee  dying  in  th^^ 
lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life;  and  this  being  a  gift  o 
personal  estate,  "  heirs"  must  mean  next  of  kin.  An^ 
other  construction  would  overrule  a  long  stream 
authorities,  and  the  words  "in  such  manner  as  the;^ 
may  respectively  deem  proper,"  do  not,  in  my  view, 
ously  affect  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  this  bequest 


.sy 


I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  next  of  kin,  a< 
cording  to  the  statute,  of  Henry  Jacobs,  at  the  time  < 
his  decease,  are  entitled,  and  that  they  take  as  tenam 
in  common,  and  in  the  proportions  fixed  by  the 
tute  (c). 

The  costs  must  come  out  of  the  general  residue. 


(a)  3  H.  ofLds.  Cos.  524. 
(6)  2PhUL635]  15  5iw.587. 


(f)  Reg.   Lib.    1852,  A, 
628. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


The  Dean  and  Chapter  of  ELY  v.  GAYFORD  and 

Others. 

March  8,  15. 
rriHIS  suit  was  instituted  by  the  Plaintiffs  against  a  The  person 

number  of  tenants  and  occupiers  to  recover  cer-  ^"^  7^^\^  ^ 

^  appointed  ad- 

tain  tithes  (a).     One  of  the  Defendants  had  died,  and  ministrator 

there  was  no  legal  personal  representative  of  him.   The  most'proper  * 

Plaintiffs  now  moved,  under  the  provisions  of  "  The  Act  person  to  be 

to  amend  the  Practice  and  Course  of  Proceeding  in  the  under  the 

High  Court  of  Chancery"  (i),  for  an  order  appointing  ^^^  ^^  ^'* 

the  widow  to  represent  the  estate  of  the  deceased  De-  to  represent  a 

fendant,  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  suit,  and  the  pro-  ^J^^"^^^ 

ceedings  consequent  thereon  and  incident  thereto.  personal  re- 

presentative. 
This  enact- 
The  statute  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  44,  empowers  the  ment  extends 

Court,  when  any  deceased  person  who  was  **  interested  cases  where 

in  the  matters  in  question  has  no  legal  personal  repre-  *^®  P^'jjf ."  "^" 

sentative,"  to  proceed  in  the  absence  of  a  representa-  sought  to  be 

tive, "  or  to  appoint  some  person  to  represent  such  estate  °^* 

for  all  the  purposes  of  the  suit  or  other  proceeding,  on 

such  notice  to  such  person  or  persons,  if  any,  as  the 

Court  shall  think  fit/* 


Mr.  Fleming^  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Mr.  JEagle,  amicus  curits,  suggested,  that  this  section 
did  not  apply  to  a  case,  in  which  it  was  sought  to  make 
the  deceased  party's  estate  liable,  but  only  where  he  was 

beneficially 

(a)  See  The  Dean  and  Chapter  (h)  15  &  16  Vkt.  c.  86,  s.  44. 

of  Ely  V.  Blits,  5  Beav.  574. 

oo2 
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beneficially  ''interested    in   the   matter  in   question." 
Groves  v.  Lane{a),  was  referred  to. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought  that  the  44th 
section  of  the  act  was  applicable  to  the  present  case, 
and  that  the  person  appointed  to  represent  the  estate 
ought,  as  nearly  as  possible,  to  be  the  same  as  would 
have  been  appointed  administrator  ad  litem.  He,  how- 
ever, directed  the  case  to  stand  over,  to  give  him  an  op- 
portunity of  consulting  the  other  Judges. 


March  15.         The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  I  expressed  my  opinion  at  the  hearing  of 
the  motion,  that  an  order  ought  to  be  made,  but  the 
matter  stood  over,  in  order  that  I  might,  before  I  finally 
decided,  consult  the  other  branches  of  the  Court,  and 
see  if  they  concurred  with  me  in  that  opinion. 

The  application  was  to  appoint  some  one  to  represent 
the  estate  of  one  of  the  deceased  tenants  of  property  in 
a  tithe  suit.  I  thought  the  proper  person  to  appoint  was 
the  widow,  and  she  being  served,  I  expressed  my  opinion 
to  that  effect,  but  I  desired  it  to  stand  over,  thinking 
it  desirable  to  consult  the  other  branches  of  the  Court. 
Having  done  so,  the  order  may  now  be  made  on  both  the 
motions  made  by  Mr.  Fleming,  to  appoint  the  widow  to 
represent  the  deceased  party,  under  the  44th  section  of 
the  act. 

(a)  16  Jur.  1061. 


/ 
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PAYNE  t;.   LITTLE.  Feb.  22. 

March.  8. 

^HE  original  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  12th  A,  B.  was  or- 

of  October,  1848,  by  Mrs.  Payne,  a  married  g^bititmed  for 

"^oman^  by  her  son  Charles  H.  Payne,  as  her  next  C.  D.  (aDe- 

^^end,  to  establish  sundry  breaches  of  trust  against  a  next  friend  of 

3)efendant     One  of  the   Defendants  by  his  answer  tbe  Plaintiff, 

•^  and  C.  D.  was 

suggested,  that  her  children  were  necessary  parties  to  ordered  to 

the  suit,  and  by  amendment,  Charles  Henry  Payne  foJcoste'up^to 

'Teas  made  a  Defendant.     On  the  25th  February^  1851,  that  time. 

3)roceedings  were  stayed  in  the  suit,  until  a  new  next  propeV  secu- 

^riend  should   be  appointed  in  lieu  of  the  Defendant  F^'yT^")}*®^ 

>r,,  ,  -.-.'■r^  r^  i^^ini-fl/tii  •  DOnd  Of  C.  D. 

Charles  H.  Payne  (a).    On  the  22nd  of  July  followmg,  and  of  a  re- 

«n  order  was  made,  that  E.  W.  Harvey,  a  new  next  "P^owWe 

'    ,  ^'  surety. 

iriend,  should  be  substituted,  and  that  Charles  H.  Payne     An  objection 

should  give  security  to  answer  the  Defendant's  costs  Jl^J^^ewid 
incurred  up  to  the  date  of  the  amendment  (i).     Upon  amount  of  the 
this  order,  the  parties  went  into  the  Master's  office,  when  cosu  required 
the  Master  directed,  that  Charles  H.  Payne  and  a  surety  ^J}}^^  Master, 
^or  him  should  each  enter  into  a  bond  for  400/.  respec-  perlv  taken  by 
lively.    The  surety  proposed  was  objected  to,  on  the  ""e^^^tfonl"' 
ground  that  he  was  not  a  man  of  substance,  and  affi- 
davits were  read  in  support  of  that  allegation.    The 
surety  himself  swore,  not  that  he  was  worth  400/.,  but 
that  he  considered  himself  competent  to  become  surety 
for  that  amount.     The  Master  refused   to  accept  his 
security,  and  the  present  application  was,  that  Charles 
H.  Payne  might  be  allowed  to  give  his  own  individual 
security,  or  that  the  bond  of  the  proposed  surety,  as 

prepared 

(a)  See  13  Bean.  114.  (6)  See  14  Bean.  647. 
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1853.       prepared  and  executed,  might  be  accepted  as  sufficienty 

notwithstanding  the  objection. 

Mr.  W.  Morris,  in  support  of  the  motion,  contended, 
that  no  additional  security  beyond  that  of  the  personal 
liability  of  the  next  friend  himself  ought  to  be  required. 
That  the  Master  had  exceeded  the  directions  of  the 
Court,  by  requiring  a  surety,  and  that  the  amount  fixed 
by  him  was  unreasonably  large.  He  said  that  there 
was  no  case  to  be  found  analogous  to  the  present. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  for  some  of  the  Defen- 
dants, contended,  that  the  next  friend  did  not  get  rid  of 
his  liability  for  costs  by  being  made  a  Defendant.  That 
it  was  clear,  that  the  Court  intended  something  more,  by 
the  order,  than  the  mere  security  of  Charles  2f.  Payne 
himself,  who  was  already  liable,  and  the  Master  himself 
thought,  upon  the  construction  of  the  order,  that  a 
surety  and  bond  to  the  amount  stated  were  reqaired. 
That,  besides,  the  application  was  irregular,  the  proper 
course  in  such  a  case  being,  to  except  to  the  Master's 
report. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  other  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  proper  course  in  this  case  was  to  proceed  by 
motion,  and  not  by  exceptions  to  the  Master's  report 

The  Master  is  the  proper  judge  of  the  amount  of 
security  to  be  taken,  and  the  only  question  is,  whether, 
on  the  change  of  a  next  friend  by  order  of  the  Court,  it 
is  the  practice  to  take  the  bond  of  a  surety  as  well 
as  the  bond  of  the  next  friend  himself,  to  secure  the 
costs  then  incurred.    I  shall  not  now  dispose  of  the 

case, 
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,  bat  allow  it  to  stand  over  until  the  next 
>le  me  to  ascertain  what  the  practice  is. 
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,  to        1863. 


SAe  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

liave  made  inquiries  as  to  the  practice,  and  have 
dined  the  cases  bearing  upon  the  point,  and  am  of 
ion,  that  the  Master  was  right  in  requiring  the  bond 
surety  as  well  as  that  of  the  next  friend.  I  cannot 
snse  with  the  bond,  and  therefore  cannot  accede  to 
OQotion. 


March  B. 


FULLFORD  v.   FULLFORD. 


April  so. 


JdUEL    FULLFORD    by  his  will,  dated    in  Devise  and  be- 
1830,    devised    all    his    freehold    and    leasehold  ^e^testafor's 

^,  &c.  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease,  to  chiW^n  living 

..,.,,  ,        ,  ,  ^  ,      at  his  decease 

'  nd  every  his  children,  then  born  or  thereafter  to  be  (without  nam- 

i ,  who  should  be  living  at  his  death,  as  tenants  in  T^ju^J^u 

^xion  in  fee,  with  cross  remainders  between  them,  codicil  con- 

the  testator  bequeathed  the   residue  of  his  per-  ^^^  ^g  ^^^ 

U  estate,  upon  trust  for  all  his  children  who  should  tioned  in  his 
-    .  f      .        -r  » .    .  .  11  1  ^Jll» "  to  ^^ 

'  vmg  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  m  equal  shares  and  surviving 

Portions,  with  benefit  of  survivorship  and  accruer.       children ' 

'^  (naming  them 

all).    One 

J  a  second  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  in  1849,  the  testotor'l^life- 

^tor  changed  one  of  his  executors  and  trustees,  and  time,  leaving 

^      children  who 
alter  survived  the 
testator.  Held, 
that  the  sur- 
"vbip  had  relation  to  the  testator's  death,  and  not  to  the  date  of  the  will,  and 
^he  representatives  of  the  deceased  child  took  nothing  under  the  1  Vict.  c.  26, 


FULLPORD 
V. 
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1853.       ^ft^i*  givii^g  certain  legacies,  he  proceeded  in  these 

words : — **  And  I  confirm  my  said  will  and  also  the  gift  Jflt 

of  my  residuary  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects,  as  .^Liu 

FuLLFORD.     mentioned  in  my  said  will  and  first  codicil,  to  my  sur-  — ** 

triving  children  whose  names  are  not  mentioned  in  my  ^^ : 

will,    namely,    Edward   FuUfard,   William  FuUfard,  ^Vd 

Henry  Gregory  Fullford,  James  Fullford  and  Elizabeth  ^^  zi 

FullfordJ*    At  the  death  of  the  testator,  in  1852,  four  nKmi\ 

of  these  children  were  living,  but  Henry  Gregory  had  i>j(i 

died,  leaving  two  children  who  were  living  at  the  tes*  — ;bb« 

tator's  death.    Two  other  children  had  died  between  .cxsn 
the  date  of  the  will  and  the  second  codicil. 

The  Will  Act  (a)  being  applicable  to  this  case,  the  ^^^e 

question  was,  whether  the  share  of  Henry  Gregory  had  Wz^A 

lapsed  by  his  death  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  notwith-  — ^^■• 

standing  he  left  issue  living   at  the  testator's  death.  «» ^^* 

The  Plaintiff  insisted  that  the  four  children  living  at  the  ^^  '^ 
testator's  death  alone  were  entitled. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  M  r.  Cottrell,  for  the  Plaintiff.  The  ^^  ^ 
object  of  the  second  codicil  was  simply  to  confirm  the  ^^^ 
testator's  will,  and  the  mere  circumstance  of  naming 
the  existing  children  showed  no  change  in  the  testa- 
tor's intention,  for  he  confirms  it,  and  assigns  as  his  rea- 
son for  the  variation,  that  he  had  not  named  them  in 
his  will.  By  the  will,  it  is  quite  clear,  that  those  chil- 
dren only,  who  were  living  at  the  time  of  his  death,  were 
entitled  to  take,  and  the  survivorship  in  the  codicil  is 
the  same  as  that  mentioned  in  the  will. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Morris  for  the  representative  of 
Henry  Gregory  Fullford,     No  inference  can  be  drawn 

from 


M^ 


(a)  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vici.  c.  26,  s.  33. 


/ 
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from  the  confirmation  of  the  testator^s  will  by  his  se-  1853. 
cond  codicil,  for  be  thereby  made  several  alterations  in 
Iiis  will.  The  words  "  surviving  children"  have  reference 
to  the  time  at  which  the  codicil  was  written,  and  mean  Fullford. 
the  children  then  living,  whom  the  testator  specifies  by 
name,  be  having  lost  two  in  the  interval.  It  does  not 
mean  children  who  should  be  living  at  the  testator's 
decease,  which  would  be  a  very  strained  construction. 
Looking  at  the  great  length  of  time  (nineteen  years) 
iTvhich  elapsed  between  the  dates  of  the  will  and  codicil, 
and  considering  the  state  of  the  testator's  family,  their 
condition  in  life  and  wants  (four  of  them  having  attained 
twenty-one),  it  is  clear,  that  his  intention  was,  to  give  the 
residue  to  bis  *^  then  surviving  children,"  whom  he  men- 
tioned by  name ;  the  gift,  therefore,  to  Henry  Gregory, 
who  died  before  the  testator,  leaving  issue  at  the  tes- 
tator's death,  takes  efiect. 

7^  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

Upon  the  will  alone  there  is  no  question  who  were  the 
persons  intended  to  take.  It  is  a  clear  gift  of  the  free- 
holds to  all  the  testator's  children  *'  who  should  be  living 
at  his  death;"  and  the  residue  of  the  personalty  is  given 
in  similar  terms.  With  respect  to  the  codicil,  if  the  gift 
in  it  were  distinct  and  clear,  it  would  be  unnecessary  to 
look  at  the  will,  but  the  codicil  refers  to,  and  is  merely 
confirmatory  of  the  will ;  it  is  a  referential  and  not 
an  independent  substantive  gift.  The  testator  speaks 
of  the  property  "  as  mentioned  in  my  will,"  and  of  the 
objects  as  his  "  surviving  children."  The  word  "  sur- 
viving," taken  by  itself,  is  no  doubt  ambiguous,  and 
might  possibly  mean  'Hhen  surviving,"  but  taken  in 
connection  with  the  rest  of  the  codicil  and  the  will, 
most,  I  think,  be  construed  to  mean  ''  surviving  when  I 

die." 
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die.**  I  am  of! opinion,  that  the  codicil  does  not  affect  U-^Mib 
will,  but  leaves  the  gift  in  the  will  as  it  was,  and  tlr^ut 
the  class  intended  were  those  children  only  who  ve^^sre 
living  at  the  testator's  decease. 


FORSTER  V.  MENZIES. 

May  9. 
A  Defendant,    HHHE  suit  having  abated,  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  23rd      of 
the  juriBdic^  ^^^^^^'Hl  ^^^t,  obtained  an  order  to  revive,  uncS  er 

tion,  had  given  the  provisions  of  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  62.     On  t-fce 
p<nrer  S'at-      22nd  of  March^  the  Plaintiff  obtained  an  order  for  subs  Ci- 

torney  to  a       tuted  service  of  the  order  to  revive  upon  the  8olicifl:or 
lolicitor  to  act  •  . 

for  him.    The  of  the  Defendant  Mary  King,  who  was  out  of  the  juris- 

^tituted'^    diction,  and  had  given  him  a  general  power  of  attorney 

iervice  on  the   to  act  for  her.    The  order  to  revive  was  duly  served  on 

ordCTto revive   ^^^  solicitor  accordingly;    but  no  appearance    having" 

and  thereupon   been  entered  for  the  Defendant,  the  Plaintiff  now  moved, 

save  the  Plain* 

tiff  leave  to       under  the  provision  of  the  act  15  &  16  Vict,  c.  86,  s.  5% 

enter  an  ap-  and  the  29th  General  Order  of  the  8th  of  May,  1845  («), 
pearance,  and  '^ 

made  a  ee-       for  liberty  to  enter  an  appearance  for  her. 
neral  order, 

2r* ^Jsd-  ^^  ^^'  Archibald  Smith,  iu  support  of  the  motion.  Th  ere 
ings  on  the  is  no  specific  provision  made  by  the  act  for  the  present 
^^TO^^'JIir^^  case;  the  Court  must  therefore  act  upon  its  general 
vice.  jurisdiction,  and  enable  the  Plaintiff  to  enter  an    ap- 

pearance for  the  Defendant,  in  the  same  way  as  if  ^^^ 
Defendant  were  here.  He  referred  to  Zulueta^  ^* 
Vinent  (A). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  not  exactly  the  case  of  Zulueta  v.  Vinent ^^^^ 
question  being,  whether  substituted  service  withirm  the 
jurisdiction,  on  a  party  out  of  it,  is  a  sufficient  gr<:^"D^ 
for  an  order  empowering  the  Plaintiff  to  enter  an  a/>- 

pear^oce 

(a)  Ord.  Can.  294.  (b)  3  Macn.  ^  G.  2i6. 
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s  for  the  Defendant.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  1863. 
:  16  entitled  to  the  order  which  is  asked.  It 
served  on  the  solicitor  in  the  same  way  as  the 
rerive.  I  also  think,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  enti- 
a  general  order,  that  service  of  all  proceedings 
lose  upon  the  same  person  shall  be  good  service 
defendant  (a). 

(a)  Reg,  Lib,  1852,  A,  fol.  830. 


HARMER  V.  PRIESTLEY. 

May  9. 
•  was  a  suit  for  the  redemption  of  a  mortgage  Wbereamort- 

'  certain  freehold  property,  and  the  only  ques-  8«gor  makes 

^  »n  uncondi- 

tbe  hearing  was  one  of  costs.    The  mortgage  tional  tender 

ated  in  1832,  and  had  become  vested  in  the  1^!^^^ 

gagee  of  a 

ints,  and  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  equity  >um,  and  the 

aption  of  the  property.  Sm?^-'*" 

cept  it,  he  doei 
_    -     -  ,  .         -  ,    ,  -  ,      lo  at  his  own 

Defendants^  by  notice,  demanded  payment  of  the  peril;  and  if 

re  money,  and  stated  their  intention,  in  default  {^n^^^^^'as 
aent,  to  sell  the  property.  all  that  was 

due,  the  rooit- 
ffagee  must 

le  expiration  of  the  notice,  the  Plaintiflfs  were  »«"  *«  «**• 
>  pay  the  sum  due  on  the  mortgage,  which  they  quent  suit  for 
ed  amounted  to  about  557L  Ss.  3d.    The  Plain-  ademption, 
plied  to  the  Defendants  to  receive  that  sum 
(ts,  and  to  deliver  up  the  title  deeds  required 
1  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  the  property, 
hey  had  advertised  for  sale.    There  being  some 
y  as  to  accounts,  a  correspondence  ensued,  which 
useful  result,  and  ultimately,  on  the  2nd  of 
1863,  the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiffs  wrote  to  the 
ants,  saying,  the  money  was  lying  idle,  and  that 
was  any  difficulty  in  ascertaining  what  was  due, 
Id  pay  a  sum  sufficient  to  cover  the  amount,  and 

the 
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the  Defendants  could  send  the  statement  at  their  lei — 
sure.    This  being  declined,  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor,  oi 
the  18th  of  March  last,  tendered  both  to  the  Defendant 
and  their  solicitors,  570/.  for  principal,  interest  and  costs^  m 
being,  according  to  his  calculation,  a  sufficient  sum  foK^-^ 
that  purpose.    The  tender  being  also  refused,  the  Plain^^ 
tiffs  filed  their  claim  for  redemption. 

Mr.  W.  M.  James  and  Mr.  G.  Z.  Rtissell,  in  support  o^^ 
the  claim.  The  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  a  decree  fo^c 
redemption,  with  a  special  direction  as  to  costs.  Beings 
ready  to  pay  the  amount  due,  they  tendered  to  th»-^ 
Defendants  the  sum  they  believed  to  be  then  owing^g 
and  it  was  the  duty  of  the  mortgagees  to  receive  i^»^ 
and  also  to  have  their  accounts  ready  to  show  th»  -^ 
amount  really  due.  Their  default  has  occasioned  th»  ^ 
litigation,  and  they  ought,  therefore,  to  pay  the  costs  o^  " 
suit.  They  cited  Harvey  v.  Tebbutt  (a) ;  Shuttlewori^^ ' 
v.  Lowther,  cited  in  Detillin  v.  Gale(b)\  Wilson 
Cluer(c);  Roberts  y.  Williams {d);  Smithy,  Green (e)i 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Osborne^  for  the  Defendant 
argued,  that  a  mortgagee  was  entitled  not  only  to  prio 
cipal  and  interest,  but  to  the  costs  of  a  suit  for  redemp 
tion. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  raised  is,  whether  the  usual  decree  f( — ^r 
redemption  is  to  be  made,  or  a  special  direction  is  to  t^e 
given  as  to  costs,  in  consequence  of  the  tender  made  ^fc^) 
the  Defendants  by  the  Plaintiffs.    The  circumstance 
connected  with  the  tender  to  the  mortgagees,  abovi^ 
•  whicA 

(a)  1  Joe  4"  Walk.  197.  (d)  4  Hare,  129. 

(6)  7  Ves.  586.  («)  1  CoU.  555. 

(c)  4  Beav.  214. 
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which  there  appears  to  be  no  dispute,  are  these : — ^The 
Plaintiffs,  being  desirous  of  disposing  of  the  property, 
proposed  to  pay  a  gross  sum  of  money,  and  wait  for  a 
settlement  until  the  account  was  rendered ;  and  they  ac- 
cordingly, after  some  correspondence,  actually  tendered 
to  the  Defendants  5701,  the  sum  considered  to  be  then 
due ;  this  the  Defendants  declined  to  receive. 

The  first  question,  which  usually  arises  in  cases  of  this 
description,  does  not  arise  here,  viz.,  the  question  of 
notice.  It  is  not  disputed  that  a  mortgagee  is  entitled 
to  notice;  and  1  am  of  opinion,  that  when  the  time  fixed 
by  the  notice  expires,  the  mortgagee  is  bound  to  know 
the  amount  due  to  him,  and  if  that  sum  or  a  sum  cal- 
culated by  the  mortgagor  to  be  the  probable  amount  of 
principal,  interest  and  costs  be  tendered  to  him,  uncon- 
ditionally, he  is  bound  to  accept  it.  A  mortgagee  is 
not  bound  to  accept  payment  without  proper  notice 
given  to  or  by  him;  but  if,  after  proper  notice,  the 
amount  is  tendered  to  him,  and  he  refuses  to  accept  it, 
he  does  so  at  his  own  peril. 

In  Harvey  v.  Tebbutt,  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  lays  it 
down,  that  a  mortgagee  is  not,  in  all  cases,  entitled 
to  his  costs  ;  and  in  Shuttleworth  v.  Lowther,  the 
mortgagee  was  even  held  bound  to  pay  costs.  In  Wil- 
son V.  Cluer,  a  mortgagee  in  possession  being  found, 
on  taking  the  account,  to  have  been  overpaid,  costs 
were  given  against  him.  So  in  Roberts  v.  Williams,  the 
sum  tendered  to  the  mortgagee  before  suit  being  greater 
than  the  balance  found  due,  he  was  ordered  to  pay  the 
costs ;  and  in  Smith  v.  Green,  the  mortgagee  was  de- 
prived of  his  costs.  In  all  these  cases,  there  was  a  dis- 
pute as  to  the  amount,  but  upon  its  appearing,  that  the 
full  amount  had  been  received  by  or  tendered  to  the 
mortgagee,  the  Court  held,  that  he  was  not  justified  in 

compelling 
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1863. 


compelling  the  mortgagor  to  institate  a  boH  for  the  par*— ^' 
pose  of  taking  the  account. 

A  mortgagee  ia,  no  doubt,  fiitvoarably  looked  on  bj^^ 
the  Court;  but  he  will  not  be  allowed,  by  disputing 
account,  to  throw  the  expenaes  of  an  unneceaaary  liti-^ 
gation  upon  the  mortgagor.     In  this  caae,  I  am  om 
opinion,  that  there  has  been  an  unconditional  tender  t», 
the  Defendants  of  a  sum,  which  they  might  either  acce] 
or  refuse  at  their  own  peril.    There  must  therefore  be 
decree  for  an  account  of  what  was  due  for  principa 
interest  and  costs  on  the  18th  of  March  last;  and  if  tl 
amount  found  due  shouki  not  exceed  570/.,  then 
Defendants  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit,  but  if 
amount  should  exceed  that  sum,  then  there  will  be  tl 
usual  decree  as  to  costs  as  if  there  had  been  no  tend( 


CHANCE  V.  CHANCE. 


Maixh  11. 

A  testatrix  ap- 
pointed a  trust 
fund  to  two 
trustees,  in 
trust  to  pay 
the  dividends 
to  ^.  for  life, 
and  af^er  his 
decease,  she 
gave  the  divi- 
dends to  two 


"D  Y  a  settlement  made  in  1799,  certain  property  ^ 
^^    settled  upon  trust  hr  Jane  Lodge  for  life,  with  i 
mainder  as  she  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint. 


In  the  year  1809,  the  property  was  taken  by  Conff^^*' 
missioners  under  the  powers  of  an  Act  of  Parliamen —    *• 
The  purchase  money  was  invested  in  1,3692.  13i.  4^^^* 
others,  B.  and  consols,  and  the  dividends  paid  to  Mrs.  Lodge  for  life- — 

C,  for  life;  and 
after  the  de- 
cease of  the 
survivor,  she 
gave,  be- 
queathed, 
willed  and  di- 
rected the 
Snncipal  to  be  .  .«/ 

ivided  into  two  parts,  and  one  of  them  to  be  "  transferred  or  paid"  to  the  children  ^ 
those  two  persons  respectively  at  the  age  of  twenty-five  years.  Held,  that  the  gift  to  tlJ* 
children  was  void  for  remoteness. 


Mrs.  Lodge^  by  her  will,   bequeathed  to  her  sc^^d 
George  Chance  and  H.  Howard  the  1,369/.  13*.  4^ei 

consot^; 
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consols,  in  trust  to  pay  the  dividends  to  Stevens  Chance  1853. 
for  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  the  testatrix  gave  the  in- 
terest and  dividends  to  her  sons  Charles  Chance  and 
George  Chance^  equally,  and  the  whole  to  the  survi- 
vor, during  their  and  his  lives  and  life ;  and  after  the 
death  of  the  survivor  (she  proceeded),  ''tiien  I  give 
and  bequeath,  and  will  and  direct,  the  principal  sum  of 
1,369/.  135.  4df.,  3/.  per  cent  consolidated  annuities,  to 
be  divided  into  two  equal  half  parts  or  shares,  and  one 
such  half  part  or  share  to  be  transferred  or  paid^  unto 
and  equally  divided  between  all  the  children  of  my  said 
son  Charles  Chance  at  the  age  of  twenty-five  years, 
with  all  interest  and  dividends  thereon.  And  if  there 
shall  be  but  one  child,  then  the  whole  to  such  only 
child  in  manner  aforesaid."  The  testatrix  then  be- 
queathed the  other  moiety  to  the  children  of  her  son 
George  Chance  in  the  same  terms,  and  directed,  that 
if  Charles  Chance  should  not  have  any  children  who 
should  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  the 
first-mentioned  moiety  should  go  the  children  of  George 
Chance  in  manner  aforesaid.  George  Chance  survived 
Stevens  and  Charles,  and  died  in  1847.  The  children  of 
Charles  now  claimed  the  fund,  but  the  Plaintiff  insisted 
on  the  invalidity  of  the  appointment  to  the  children  at 
twenty-five,  and  claimed  the  whole,  as  in  default  of 
appointment,  under  the  ultimate  limitation  in  the  set- 
tlement. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Williams,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
There  is  no  gift,  except  in  the  direction  to  pay  after  the 
deaths  of  the  tenants  for  life,  to  a  class  at  twenty- 
five.  It  is  therefore  too  remote,  and  consequently  void ; 
Southern  v.  Wollaston  (a) ;  Hunter  v.  Judd  (J). 

Mr. 


(a)  Ante,  p.  166.  (0)  4  Sim.  455. 


Chance 

V, 
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Mr.  Lhyd  and  Mr.  Rogers^  for  the  children  of  George 
Chance^  claimed  one  moiety  of  the  fund.     They  cited 
Saunders  v.  Vautier{a)\  Hanson  v.  Graham  (&);  Leahe 
Chance.       v.  Robinson  (c) ;  Leeming  v.  Sherratt  {d) ;  In  re  Bartluh 
lometDs  Trust  {e) ;  Harrison  v.  Grimwood  (/). 

Mr.  Henry  Stevens,  for  the  four  surviving  children  of 
Charles  Chance,  contended,  that  there  was  an  imme- 
diate gift  to  them.  That  the  testatrix,  after  separating 
the  fund,  gave  it  to  the  trustees  of  her  will ;  and  then 
"  willed  and  directed  "  the  payment  of  it  at  twenty-five. 
That  this  therefore  was  an  immediate  gift,  with  a  post- 
ponement of  the  time  of  [)ayment. 

Mr.  Hanson,  for  the  Commissioners. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  legacies  in  this  case  did  not 
vest  in  the  children.  The  Court  endeavours,  no  doubti 
to  construe  a  gift  as  vested,  if  it  can,  but  the  authorities 
are  numerous  and  conclusive,  that  where  a  gift  is  made 
to  a  class,  on  condition  of  their  filling  a  particular  cha- 
racter, it  can  only  vest  in  case  that  condition  is  satisfied. 
If  a  legacy  be  first  given  to  a  person,  and  the  condition 
added  relates  only  to  the  time  of  its  payment,  as  at  a 
particular  age,  that  is  good ;  but  if  there  be  no  gift; 
except  in  the  direction  to  pay  at  a  particular  age,  the 
legatee  must  attain  that  age  before  the  legacy  vests  in 
him ;  and  if  that  age  be  too  remote,  the  gift  is  void.  That 
is  the  principle  of  Hunter  v.  Judd  (g).  Cases  have  oc- 
curred 

(a)  Cr.  4-  Ph.  240.  (e)  16  Sim.  585;  1  Afooi.  * 

(b)  6  Ve$.  239.  Gor.  354. 

(c)  2  Mer.  363.  (/)  12  Beav.  192. 
{d)  2  Hare,  14.  (g)  4  Simons,  455. 
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curred  where  interest  being  given  in  the  meantime  on        1853. 

the  legacy  (as  in  Hanson  v.  Graham)^  it  has  been  held 

vested.     So   if  (as  in  Saunders  v.  Vautier)  the  legacy 

has  been  separated  from  the  bulk  of  the  testator's  pro- 

perty,  it  has  also  been  held  vested.     I  have  looked  at 

this  case,  to  see  if  there  were  any  circumstance  to  take 

it  out  of  the  general  rule,  but  I  do  not  find  any  one  of 

the  grounds  of  exception.     I  thought  at  first,  that  it 

was  given  to  the  trustees,  and  therefore  might  come 

within  the  principle  of  Saunders  v.  Vautier:  but  it  is  a 

gift  to  George  Chance  and  Howard  to  pay  the  dividends 

to  Stevens  Chance  for  life  only,  and  then  the  trust  is  at 

an  end;  and  then  there  is  a  distinct  gift  of  the  interest 

to  Charles  Chance  and  George  Chance,  and  after  the 

death  of  the  survivor  the  principal  sum  is  to  be  divided, 

and  one  moiety  to  be  paid   to  the  children  of  each 

of  them  at  twenty-five  years  of  age.    There  is  no  gift 

therefore  to  the  children,  except  in  the  direction  to  pay 

at  twenty-five. 

The  gift  to  the  children  of  Charles  stands  exactly  in 
the  same  position  as  that  to  Georges  children,  though 
there  is  no  gift  over  of  the  latter  moiety.  The  same  rule 
must  therefore  apply  here,  as  in  other  cases,  that  where 
there  is  no  gift,  except  in  the  direction  to  pay,  and  the 
period  of  payment  violates  the  rule  as  to  remoteness, 
it  is  void. 

Declare  the  Plaintiff  entitled  to  the  fund,  and  direct 
payment  to  him  accordingly. 


VOL.  XVI.  p  p 
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1863. 


AJarch  12. 

After  a  decree 
or  order  on 
summons  for 
the  administra- 
tion of  an  es- 
tate, a  legatee 
urill  be  re- 
strained from 
proceeding  in 
the  County 
Court  to  reco- 
ver a  legacy, 
and  that  not- 
withstanding 
the  legatee 
submits  to  take 
a  judgment 
against  the 
executor  de 
bonis  propriiSf 
alleging  a  de- 
vastavU. 


RATCLIFFE  v.  WINCH. 

TN  this  case,  an  order  was  made,  on  summons  at 
■^  chambers  (under  the  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  86),  for  the 
administration  of  the  estate  of  a  deceased  testator.  An 
application  was  now  made  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
a  legatee,  who  had  been  served  with  notice  of  the  order, 
from  prosecuting  a  plaint  against  the  executrix  in  the 
County  Court  (under  the  9  &  10  VicL  c.  96,  s.  65,  and 
13  &  14  VicL  c.  61,  s.  1),  to  recover  a  legacy  of  50/., 
and  from  taking  any  other  proceeding,  except  under 
the  administration  order  so  obtained. 

Mr.  Roupell,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Mr.  Tripp,  contra.  This  Court  ought  not  to  restrain 
a  legatee  of  a  sum  not  exceeding  60/.,  from  seeking  a 
remedy  expressly  provided  for  him  in  the  County  Court ; 
for  otherwise  the  beneficial  efiect  of  the  act  will  be  de- 
stroyed, and  the  act  itself  rendered  nugatory.  No 
affidavit  had  been  made  to  show  the  state  of  the  assets, 
though  there  are  some,  besides  which,  a  debt  due  to  the 
estate  has  been  lost  by  the  laches  of  the  executrix,  who 
has  thereby  committed  a  devastavit.  The  legatee  is 
therefore  entitled  to  judgment  de  bonis  propriis  against 
the  executrix,  and  he  is  willing  to  take  that,  instead  of 
the  usual  judgment  de  bonis  testatoris. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  the  ordinary  case.     The  question  is,  whether 
there  were  assets  at  the  death  of  the  testator  to  pay 

the 
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(he  l^atees.  To  ascertain  that,  an  account  must  be 
taken,  and  the  executrix  will  be  made  answerable  for 
LbeiBy  and  for  any  devastavit  slie  may  have  committed ; 
but  this  Court  will  not  allow  one  creditor  or  legatee  to 
sweep  away  the  whole  assets,  and  leave  nothing  for  the 
rest.  This  legatee,  who  is  prosecuting  his  plaint,  must 
:K>ine  in,  under  the  administration  order,  with  all  the 
Dther  claimants,  and  he  will  then  obtain  his  due  share 
3f  the  assets.  The  injunction  must  issue,  but  the  lega- 
tee must  have  his  costs  of  the  proceeding  in  the  County 
I!ourt,  down  to  the  time  of  his  being  served  with  notice 
>f  the  administi*ation  order.  No  affidavit  as  to  the 
assets  is  necessary. 


1853. 


Note.— See  Terrewest  v.  Featherhy,  2  Mer,  480  ;  Clarke  v.  The 
Barl  of  Ormond,  Jacob,  122;  Lord  v.  Wormleighton,  Jacobs  148; 
Ejte  ▼.  Parke,  1  Keen,  714;  Anon.  2  Sim,  4-  Slu.  424;  Farlow  v. 
WVUtan^  1 1  Price,  95 ;  Curre  v.  Bowyer,  3  Mad.  456 ;  Vernon  v. 
rheUusum,  1  PhUiip$y  466. 


CRESWICK  V.  GASKELL. 

nnHE  testator  gave  the  residue  of  his  real  and  per- 
sonal  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  during  his 
Bister's  {Martha  Antrohus)  life,  out  of  the  annual  pro- 
ceeds to  pay  her  an  annuity  of  200/.  a  year,  and  to  pay 
one-third  of  the  residue  of  the  proceeds  to  John  Shaw 
Astlet/y  and  the  other  two  thirds  as  in  his  will  mentioned. 
And  after  his  sister's  death,  to  sell,  and  as  to  one-third 
of  the  produce,  the  testator  gave   the  same  to  John 
Shaw  Astley^  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns. 

And 


the  death  of  B.,  before  his  share  should  "  become  due  and  payable.'* 
life  of  A.     Held,  that  the  gift  over  took  effect. 

pp2 


March  14. 

Real  and  per- 
sonal estate 
were  given 
upon  trust, 
during  the  life 
of  A,,  out  of 
the  income,  to 
pay  A.  2001.  a, 
year,  and  one- 
third  of  the 
residue  to  B. ; 
and  on  the 
death  of  A.,  to 
sell  and  pay 
one-third  to 
B.;  then  a 
gift  over,  on 
jB.  died  in  the 
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1853.  And  he  thereby  declared,  •'  that  if  any  of  his  legatees 
should  happen  to  die  before  his,  her  or  their  respective 
shares  should  become  due  and  payable"  and  without 
leaving  any  child  living  at  his  decease,  then  he  gave  his 
share  over  to  the  survivor  of  his  legatees.  And  he  also 
provided,  that  if  any  of  his  said  legatees  should  happen 
to  die  and  leave  children  living  at  his  decease,  then  he 
gave  to  such  children  the  share,  of  their  respective 
parents. 

John  Shaw  Astley  died  without  issue,  in  1832.  Mar- 
tha Antrobus  survived  him,  and  died  in  1849.    The 
Plaintiff,  the  representative  o(  John  Shaw  Astley^  now 
claimed,  in  his  right,  one-third  of  the  produce  of  the^ 
residue. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  C  C.  Barber,  for  the  Plaintiff.- 
John  Shaw  Astley  took  a  vested  interest  in  one-third  oB 
the  residue,  which  was  given  not  only  to  him,  but  to  his^ 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns.     It  was  a  vested 
gift,  and  was  not  divested  by  his  death  in  the  lifetime 
of  Martha  Antrobus,  for  he  did  not  die  before  his  legacy 
was  **  due  and  payable."    These  words  imported .  two 
events,  and  unless  they  both  happened,  the  gift  over 
did  not  take  effect.    The  legacy  became  due  upon  the 
testator's  death,  though  not  payable  until  the  death  oJ 
Martha  Antrobus,     It  was  "  debitum  in  prtzsenti,  S( 
solvendum  in  futuro.*^    The  Court  has  put  a  construc- 
tion on  the  word  ''  payable,"  limiting  it  to  the  period 
of  vesting,  2  Jarman  on  Wills  {a) ;   and  this,  being  a 
clause  of  forfeiture,  is  to  be  construed  strictly,  so  as  not 
to  allow  a  vested  gift  to  be  divested  by  words  of  doubt 
ful  import. 

Mr — 

(a)  Page  697. 
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Mr.  R.  Palmer^  Mr.  Renshaw^  Mr.  Lloyd^  Mr.  Little^ 

^r.  W.  H.  Clarke  and  Mr.  Piggott,  contrd,  were  not 

,^        _  Creswick 

Aeard.  v. 

Gaskkll. 

jT&e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  is  no  reasonable  doubt  upon  the  construction 
of  this  clause  of  the  will.  The  gifl  was  undoubtedly 
nested,  but  there  was  a  gift  over,  on  the  legatee  dying 
T)efore  his  share  ''  should  become  due  and  payable.*'  I 
aam  of  opinion  that  the  legatee  did  die  before  his  share 
^became  " due  and  payable**  It  is  impossible  for  the 
<3ourt  to  say,  that  "  due"  means  "  vested,"  and  change 
^he  expression  into  a  gift  over,  if  the  legatee  died  before 
-^e  legacy  became  '*  vested,"  in  which  case  it  would 
^ave  no  meaning.  It  is  unnecessary  to  refer  to  the 
authorities  on  the  subject  (a),  of  which  there  are  many. 
*The  bill  must  be  dismissed. 

(a)  See  Bright  ▼.  Bmoe,  3  Afy/.  ^  K.  316. 


HUFFAM  V.  HUBBARD. 

ITN  this  case,  the  testator  bequeathed  to  two  persons, 
^^  in  trust  for  his  wife  for  life,  the  interest  of  2,900/. 
consols ;  at  her  decease,  in  trust  for  his  daughter  itfary, 
wife  of  William  Huff  am  ^  for  life ;  **  at  her  decease,  to 
her  surviving  children  lawfully  begotten,  when  they  have 
stained  their  twenty-one  years,  share  and  share  alike ;" 
;and  he  left  to  the  judgment  of  the  trustees  (whom  he 
requests  to  act  as  guardians,  in  case  of  the  death  of  his 
«on-in-law),  to  expend  what  interest  they  might  see  ne- 
<^essary  in  the  clothing,  education,  &c.  of  the  children 
during  their  nonage. 


March  15. 

Beouest  to  A. 
for  life,  and, 
**  at  her  de- 
cease, to  her 
surviving  chil- 
dren," when 
they  have  at- 
tained twenty- 
one.    Held, 
that  the  survi- 
vorship had  re- 
ference to  the 
death  of  J., 
and  that  those 
children  only 
who  survived 
her  were  en- 
titled. 
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The  testator  died  in  1802,  and  Mary  Huffam  died 
in  1862.  She  had  four  children,  three  only  of  whom 
survived  her;  and  the  question  now  raised  was, whether 
the  representatives  of  the  deceased  child  took  any  share 
of  the  fund. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Simpson,  for  the  Petitioners. 

Mr.  -R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Cotton,  in  the  same  interest 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  called  on  the  other  side. 

Mr.  Lloyd,  contra,  argued,  that  this  case  differed  from 
Cripps  V.  Wolcoti  (a),  in  consequence  of  the  addition, 
"  when  they  have  attained  twenty-one  years."  That  the 
vesting  took  place  at  that  age,  and  that  the  survivor- 
ship had  therefore  reference  to  that  period,  and  not  to 
the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  as  in  Crazier  v.  Fisher  {b). 
He  referred  also  to  Bouverie  v.  Bouverie  (c). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  case  is  not  distinguishable 
from  Cripps  v.  Wolcott.    The  case  of  Crazier  v.  Fisher 
is  a  very  peculiar  one ;  there  was  a  gift  to  the  trustees, 
on  this  special  trust,  to  receive  the  rents  and  pay  unto 
the  children  a  just  proportion,  as  they  arrived  at  twenty- 
one,  and  invest  the  infant's  share  "till  the  youngest 
child  should  arrive  at  twenty-one,  and  then  all  the  said 
children  or  the  survivors  of  them  to  be  let  unto  full  pos- 
session of  all  his  estates."     Therefore    there  was  an 
express  direction,  that  the  period  of  distribution  should 
be  when  the  youngest  attained  twenty-one. 

The 

(fl)  4  Mad.  11.  (b)  4  Rust.  398.  (c)  2  PhUL  349. 
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The  claim  here  is  very  different,  and  I  can  not  dis- 
tinguish this  case  from  Cripps  v.  Wolcott.  The  rule 
laid  down  in  that  case  is  this : — ^The  survivorship  shall 
have  reference  to  the  period  of  distribution  (a).  I  think 
that  this  rule  is  applicable  here,  and  that  those  chil- 
dren only  who  survived  the  mother  are  entitled  to  the 
fund. 

(o)  See  Spurrtll  v.  Spurrelly  V.  C.  Wood,  April  23,  1853. 


M'DONALD  V.  BRYCE. 

March  15. 

JIOBERT  SHAWE,  by  his  will  (a),  dated  in  1802,  The  case  of 

bequeathed  his  residue  (consisting  of  personalty)  ^^^^l \jud!' 
"unto   Robert   Shawe,  the   eldest  son   of  the   afore-  llnsadeci- 
mentioned  Peter  Shawe^  for  his  sole  use  and  benefit,  on  this  Court, 
upon  the  said  Robert  Shawe  coming  of  age ;  failing      Bequest  of 
him,  to  the  next  male  child,  procreate,  of  the  body  of  bert,  the  eldest 
the  aforesaid  Peter  Shawe,  and  lawfully  begotten,  who  u° o^h^*"'^' 
shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years;  failing  the  coming  of  age; 
male  children  of  the   said  Peter  Shawe,  lawfully  be-  the^nfxt^male* 

gotten,  to  the  aforementioned  legatees  and  the  survi-  child  of  Peter 

_  .  ,  ,      who  shall 

vars  and  survivor  of  them,  in  equal  proportions ;  viz.  attain  twenty- 
Misses  Anne,  Margaret,  and  Elizabeth  M'Pherson,  and  ?°®;i^*"*Jf " 
Mrs.  Christy   Grant,   Mrs.  Isabella  M'JDonald,   Mrs.  children  of 
Mary  McDonald,  and  Mrs.  Amy  M' Lean,  all  daughters  ifgi^;f ''''''" 
of  the  before-mentioned  Lewis  M^Pherson ;"  their  re-  (named),  and 
spective  shares  to  be  at  their  free  will  and  disposal.  ^nd  survivor  of 

Peter  ^^^^'     Robert 
died  an  infant, 
(fl)  See  2  Keen,  276.  and  Ftter  sur- 

vived all  the 
residuary  legatees,  and  had  no  other  child.     Held,  that  the  survivorship  had  reference 
to  the  death  of  Feter,  that  the  gift  failed,  and  that  the  residue  belonged  to  the  testator's 
next  of  kin. 


682  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1853.  Peter  Shatoe  had  one  child  only,  viz.  Robert,  who 

died  in  1814  at  the  age  of  eight  years. 

Peter  Shawe  himself  died  on  the  8th  of  September, 
1862,  without  having  had  any  other  issue.  At  that 
time,  all  the  seven  residuary  legatees  were  dead ;  and 
the  present  question  was,  whether  their  representatives, 
or  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  were  entitled  to  the 
fund. 

Mr.  Glasse  and  Mr.  Selwyn,  for  the  representatives 
of  the  residuary  legatees.  The  survivorship  had  refer- 
ence to  the  death  of  the  testator,  or  of  Robert  Shawe, 
and  not  to  the  death  of  Peter  Shawe,  who  had  no  life 
interest  in  the  property.  On  the  death  of  Robert,  the 
interest  of  the  residuary  legatees  became  vested,  sub- 
ject to  be  divested  upon  Peter  Shawe  having  a  son. 
The  residuary  l^atees,  who  all  survived  Robert,  are 
therefore  entitled.  Cripps  v.  Wolcott  will  be  relied  on 
by  the  other  side.  But  that  case  was  decided  without 
reference  to  authorities  to  the  contrary;  one  of  which  was 
a  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords,  Wilson  v.  Bayly  {a), 
which  was  not  cited.  It  has  not  been  since  approved 
of,  2Jarman  (&).  It  was  not  followed  in  Doe  d.  Long  v. 
Prigg{c)\  The  Commissioners  of  Charitable  Dona- 
tions, &c.  V.  Cotter  {d);  and  Rogers  v.  Towsey  (e). 
In  Wordsworth  v.  Wood  (/),  Lord  Cottenham  guarded 
himself  against  saying,  whether  Cripps  v.  Wolcott  was 
or  was  not  consistent  with  the  former  decisions.  Sir 
James  Wigram  took  the  same  course,  in  the  case  of 

Shailer 


(a)  3  B.  P.  C.  195.  (c)  9  Jur.  575. 

(b)  Page  649.  (/)  4  Myl.  Sf  Cr.  645  &  1  JBT. 

(c)  8  Bam.  4-  Cr.  231.  L.  Cat.  156. 
{d)  1  Dm.  4-  War.  498. 
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Shailer  v.  Groves  {a).    They  also  cited  Pearson  v.  Ca-       1863. 

samajor  (J).  ^^-^v-^*^ 

•^  McDonald 

». 
Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Prout,  for  the  next  of  kin.       Brtci. 

The  survivorship  has  reference  to  the  period  of  distri- 
bution. The  decision  in  Cripps  v.  Wolcott  has  never 
been  overruled,  and  has  since  been  followed  ;  Taylor  v. 
Beverley  (c).  It  is  ^'  so  reasonable  and  convenient  for 
general  application/'  that  subsequent  Judges  have  been 
favourably  disposed  to  its  adoption ;  2  Jarman  (d) ; 
2  Roper  on  Legacies  {e).  Doe  v.  Prigg,  and  The  Com- 
missioners^ &c.  V.  Cotter,  related  to  real  estate.  Here 
everything  was  in  contingency,  until  it  was  known,  by 
the  death  of  Peter,  that  he  could  have  no  son,  and 
then  the  gift  became  vested  in  the  survivors. 

Mr.  James  Anderson  and  Mr.  Messiter,  in  the  same 
interest,  cited  Hoghton  v.  Whitgreave  (/) ;  Williams  v. 
Tartt{g). 

Mr.  Glasse,  in  reply.  Hoghton  v.  Whitgreave  and 
Williams  v.  Tartt  turned  on  the  gift  consisting  in  the 
direction  to  "  pay  and  divide,"  and  to  "  pay  and  apply." 
The  contingency  of  Peter  having  a  son  who  might  be- 
come entitled  did  not  make  the  vested  gift  in  the  re- 
siduary legatees  contingent  Upon  the  authority  of 
Cripps  V.  Wolcott  itself,  the  death  of  Robert  was  the 
period  of  vesting  and  survivorship. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  case  of  Cripps  v.  Wolcott  {h) 

is 

(fl)  6  Harey  164.  (e)  Page  1387,  4th  ed.;   and 

{b)  1  M*L,  6f  Rob.  685,  714.  see  2  MyL  Sf  K.  25. 

(c)  1  Coll.  108.  if)  1  Jcr.  4-  W,  146. 

{d)  Page  649.  (g)  2  CoU.  85. 

{h)  4  Mad.  11. 
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1853.       is  binding  on  me.     It  has  since  been  followed^  and  ET 

must  adhere  to  it,  until  it  has  been  reversed  by  th^  .m^.   ^ 

House  of  Lords,  if  ever  that  should  take  place,  whicl^K  r= -^ 

I  consider  very  improbable.    The  only  question  is  whe- 
ther the  present  case  can  be  distinguished  from  Cripp^^ 
Y.  Wolcott,  by  the  circumstance  that  there  is  here  nc 
previous   life  interest  in  Peter  Shawe.     I  think  tha, 
does  not  distinguish  this  case ;  and  I  am  satisfied,  tba . 
there  is  no  real  distinction  between  the  cases. 

I  concur  in  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the  respon^^ci^^Kr  o 
dents,  that  the  interest  of  the  residuary  legatees  wa-^^^s  a 
contingent,  until  it  was  ascertained  that  Peter  She 
died  without  a  son  (a).  One  of  the  reasons,  therefor 
for  distinguishing  this  case,  namely,  the  anxiety  of  \ 
Court  to  construe  a  gifi  vested,  by  ascertaining,  on  th 

death  of  the  testator,  who  were  the  persons  to  tak^^  e, 

fails,  for  even  if  they  were  ascertained  the  gift  mu^  .^^^st 
necessarily  remain  contingent  up  to  that  period.  MKS^^W^o 
advantage  could  therefore  be  gained  in  effecting  the  olHF        I. 

ject,  which  the  Court  has  striven  to  obtain,  by  construiic ig 

it  a  vested  interest. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  next  of  kin  are  entitled  ^o 

the  fund. 

(a)  See  2  Xeen,  282,  where  Lord  LangdaU  took  the  same  view . 
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Re  FINCH. 

March  15. 

HE  executrix  of  a  mortgagor  was  desirous  of  pay-  On  the  day 
ing  off  the  mortgage  for  700/.,  and  of  having  a  ^^yjligoff^a 

transfer  made  to  a  trustee  for  her.     The  transfer  being  mortgage,  the 

soucitor  of  tlie 
prepared  and  approved  of,  the  mortgagee  s  solicitors,  mortgagee  re- 
Messrs.  FincA,  on  the  20th  oi December,  1850,  forwarded  ^^^^^^^^e  tUll 
their  bill,  amounting  to  18/.  14«.  2c/.,  and  an  appointment  deeds,  until 
was  made  for  completion  on  the  22nd  of  December.        Efn^f  18/!    " 

which  had 
At  the  meeting,  the  deed  being  executed,  and  the  ^^^^'^'''^ 
principal  and  interest  paid,  10/.  was  tendered  for  the  vioasly.    It 
costs.    The  mortgagee's  solicitor  refused  to  deliver  up  p^t^  "xhe*^ 
the  title  deeds  until  payment  of  the  remainder  of  his  bill,  Court  refused 
for  which  he  claimed  a  lien.     In  the  afternoon,  the  ba-  pressing  neces- 
lance  was  paid,  under  protest,  and  the  deeds  were  then  "J/  ^T^^ 

handed  over.  pearing,  and 

no  items  of 

A  petition  was  presented  by  the  executrix,  in  February,  i,eing  di^ 
1863,  for  the  taxation  of  the  bill,  but  there  was  no  evi-  ^^^h  "^o^- 
dence  of  any  pressing  necessity  for  obtaining  the  deeds 
on  the  22nd  of  December,  and  no  proof  of  over-charge. 
There  was,  however,  a  general  charge  of  6/.  65.  for 
many  attendances. 

Mr.  Cory,  in  support  of  the  petition.  The  payment 
of  the  bill  was  obtained  by  pressure,  and  made  under 
protest,  and  there  is  a  general  item  of  5/.  65. ''  for  many 
attendances"  and  "  very  numerous  letters"  to  the  Pe- 
titioner from  1842  to  1861,  which  will  be  disallowed.  A 
taxation  ought,  therefore,  to  be  directed. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Batten,  contra,  were  not 
heard. 

The 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

You  ask  me  to  reverse  Re  Browne  (a),  which  was 
affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices.  The  Court  will  not 
open  the  settlement  of  a  bill  of  costs,  unless  there  be 
both  pressure  and  objectionable  items,  or  the  over- 
charges are  so  gross  as  to  amount  to  fraud.  This  bill 
was  paid  only  under  this  pressure : — ^Tbe  solicitor  says, 
*^  I  have  a  lien  for  my  costs,  and  will  not  deliver  up  the 
deeds  unless  you  pay  the  bill." 


The  petition  must  be  refused  with  costs  (6). 


(a)  15  Bern.  61;    1    De  G. 
JIf.  4  C.  322. 


(6)  Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Jm- 
ticea,  May  9,  1853. 


March  IB. 

After  decree 
against  a  pur- 
chaser for  spe- 
cific perform- 
ance, the  De- 
fendant made 
default  in  pay- 
ment of  the 
purchase- 
money.    Held, 
that  the  vendor 
was  entitled  to 
rescind  the 
contract. 


FOLIGNO  i;.  MARTIN. 

"DY  the  decree,  dated  the  2nd  of  December,  1852,  it 
"^  was  ordered,  that  the  agreement  entered  into  be- 
tween the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Defendant  Ritchie,  should 
be  specifically  performed  and  carried  into  execution. 
And  it  was  ordered,  that  the  Defendant  Ritchie  should, 
on  or  before  the  29th  of  January,  1853,  pay  the  Plain- 
tiff 1,650/.  and  interest,  and  that  the  Plaintiff,  at  the 
expense  of  the  Defendant,  should  execute  an  assign- 
ment of  the  property  comprised  in  the  agreement. 

The 


1852.  Dec,  2.  Decree. 

1853.  Jan  29.  Money  to  be  paid. 


1853.  March  \S.  Order  made. 
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The  Defendant  neither  paid  the  purchase  money  nor 

beyed  the  decree  in  any  other  respect. 

Folic  NO 

V, 

It  was  now  moved,  that  the  contract  should  be  re-      Martin. 
cinded  and  the  PlaintiiTs  bill  dismissed  without  costs, 
r  otherwise,  that  it  might  be  ordered  that  all  further 
roceedings  should  be  finally  stayed. 

Mr.  Cole,  in  support  of  the  motion,  argued,  that  the 
>efendant  was  bound  to  obey  the  decree,  and  that,  if  he 
id  not,  the  Plaintiff  was  not  to  be  held  to  a  contract, 
rhich  the  Defendant  refused  to  perform,  or  be  com- 
pelled to  take  proceedings,  which  would  ultimately  be 
navailing,  to  obtain  the  consideration  money. 

Mr.  Hardy,  contrd,  argued,  that  the  Plaintiff  must 
roceed  to  enforce  obedience  to  the  decree,  and  could 
ot,  by  motion,  entirely  vary  it.  That  the  Plaintiffs,  for 
ome  purpose  of  their  own,  were  desirous  of  getting  rid 
f  the  contract,  which  could  not  now  be  done.  He 
sked  no  extension  of  time  to  enable  the  Defendant  to 
lake  the  payment. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

My  opinion  is,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  get  rid 
f  the  contract,  unless  the  Defendant  pays  the  purchase 
Qoney  before  the  first  day  of  next  term. 

If  not  then  paid,  the  order  must  be  made. 

Mr.  Hardy  then  consented  to  an  immediate  dis- 
nissal  (a). 

(a)  See  Grey  v.  Gray,  1  Beav.  4r  Cr.  514 ;  Tanner  v.  Radford, 
199 ;  Hardingv.  Harding,  4  MyL      ibid,  519,  note. 
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Jan,  11. 

Feb.  19.  PAGE  V.  PAGE.— /w  re  PAGE. 

March  8,  18. 

An  order  ob-     {^^  ^^®  ^^^^  of  January j  1863,  an  ^ar  par^c  order 

tained  ex  parte  VJ     ^^8   made  upoii  the   authority  of  Wellesley  y. 
by  a  mamed  ^   ^      *^  •'  ^ 

woman,  for        Wellesley  (a),  giving  leave  to  Sarah  Elizabeth  Page^  a 

W?Uud  sae  ?n  "^^''"ed  woman  living  separate  from  her  liusband,  to  file 

form/i pauperis,  a  bill  and  sue  in  forma  pauperis  without  a  next  friend. 
without  a  next  .-,,  ,•       .       /•       i  i  i   i  ir» 

friend,  held        l^he  application  for  the  order  was  supported  by  an  am« 

irregular,  and    ^^Lvit  of  the.  married  woman  as  to  her  want  of  meansy 
discharged.  ...  .  m 

and  her  inability  to  procure  a  next  friend.    The  affidavit 

was  sworn  on  the  28th  of  December,  1852,  but  was  not 

filed  or  headed  in  any  matter  or  cause.    The  Registrar 

declined  to  draw  up  the  order,  until  the  affidavit  on 

which  it  was  based  had  been  filed;  and  at  the  Affidavit 

Office,  they  refused  to  file  the  affidavit,  unless  headed  in 

some  matter  or  cause. 


A  copy  of  the  affidavit  headed,  "  In  the  matter,  &c.," 
was  then  made,  and  was,  in  this  form,  re-sworn  by  the 
married  woman,  and  filed  on  the  25th  o(  January,  1853. 
The  order  was  thereupon  drawn  up.  Two  of  the  De- 
fendants, who  had  not  entered  an  appearance,  applied 
on  the  19th  of  February,  for  leave  to  enter  a  conditional 
appearance,  with  a  view  to  enable  them  to  move  to  dis- 
charge the  order,  without  waiving  its  irregularity,  buti 
the  other  two  Defendants  had  entered  an  appearance  __«3 
and  interrogatories  had  been  filed  and  delivered  to  them      _. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  refused  the  application. 

Ol   JKll 
{a)  16  Sim.  1. 
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On  the  26th  of  February ^  notice  of  motion  was  given        1863. 
by  two  Defendants  to  discharge  the  order  for  irregularity, 
and  to  take  the  bill  off  the  file.     On  the  8th  of  March, 
the  motion  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  W.  H.  Clark,  in  support  of 
the  motion,  contended,  that  the  order  was  irregular,  first 
because  it  was  not  made  in  any  existing  suit  or  matter 
then  pending;  and,  secondly,  because  it  was  based  upon 
an  affidavit  which  had  not  been  filed.  They  argued, 
that  the  case  of  WelUsley  v.  WelUsley  (a),  which  had 
been  cited  in  the  absence  of  the  Defendants,  in  support 
of  the  application,  was  no  authority  whatever  for  such 
an  order,  for  in  that  case,  a  suit  was  actually  in  progress, 
and  the  application  had  been  made  in  it.  That  if  it 
should  be  objected,  that  the  parties  now  moving  had 
not  as  yet  appeared,  the  answer  was,  that  it  was  impos- 
possible  for  them  to  appear,  without  waiving  the  irregu- 
larity now  complained  of. 

Mr.  TerreU,  contrd.  The  order  was  necessarily  ob- 
tained before  any  suit  was  pending,  for  it  was  the  very 
object  of  it  to  obtain  leave  to  institute  the  suit  in  this 
particular  form,  and,  except  by  such  leave,  no  bill  or 
proceedings  would  be  allowed  to  be  commenced  by  a 
married  woman  without  a  next  friend.  It  was  equally 
impossible  to  have  the  affidavit  filed  in  a  cause  or  mat- 
ter not  yet  pending.  In  Wellesley  v.  Wellesley,  there 
was  an  existing  suit,  and  the  married  woman  there 
asked  for  an  order  to  continue  the  proceedings  informd 
pauperis  ;  but  when  no  suit  is  pending,  the  proper  course 
is,  to  apply  for  leave  to  file  a  bill,  and  having  filed  it,  to 
obtain  the  order  to  sue  informd  pauperis.    The  case 

of 

(o)  16  Sim,  1. 
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^g 


of  Coubting  v.  Coukting  (a\  referring  to  Dowden  y,  ^ 
Hook{b\is  an  authority  for  a  married  woman  obtaining  ^ 
an  order  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis  ;  but  the  recent  case  oF^  ^z^of 
Ez  parte  Hahewill,  before  the  Lord  Justices  (c),  set  the^^  ^^^ 
question  at  rest.  In  that  case,  Vice-Chancellor  Kin — .s^s- 
derslej/y  having  doubts  as  to  whether  such  an  order  couIdE^f  Id 
be  made,  the  Lords  Justices,  when  applied  to,  grantedE^^^ed 
leave  to  a  married  woman  to  file  a  bill  and  sue  informS^  mmd 
pauperis. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  see  how  such  an  order  could  be  made,  ex*  -jb^x- 
cept  in  some  pending  suit  or  matter.  If  such  an  applim  M,  pli- 
cation could  be  properly  made  at  all,  I  think  it  oughts  -^=it, 
in  the  first  instance,  to  be,  for  leave  to  file  a  bill  withou  ^^-M  ut 
a  next  friend,  and  afterwards,  for  an  order  to  sue  iim'^vi 
forma  pauperis.  Wellesley  v.  Welksley  is  no  authority^ -^^ 
for  such  an  order  as  this,  and  does  not  apply  to  thi^  mHic 
present  case.  The  matter  must  stand  over,  in  order  ^^^r 
that  the  case  of  jBx  parte  Hakewill  may  be  looked  into^=^^<5> 
and  the  practice  ascertained. 


March  18.         The  MASTER  of  the  Rolls. 

Before  disposing  of  this  case,  I  was  desirous  of  ascer — -*^  ^' 
taining  the  opinion  of  the  other  branches  of  the  Court,^^^'^ 
and  the  course  of  practice  adopted  there. 


The  case  was  this : — Mr.  Terrell  applied  for  an  order* 
for  leave  for  a  married  woman  to  file  a  bill  and  sue  tn-s 

formal 


3r 


(a)  8  heav.  463.    (6)  8  Beav.  399.    (c)  3  Be  G.  M.  *  G.  116.     — 
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form&  pauperis  J  without  a  next  friend,  and  on  the  autho-        1853. 
rity  of  WeUesUy  v.  WeHesley^  I  inadvertently  gave  the 
leave  asked.  Mr.  W.  H,  Clarke  then  moved  to  discharge 
the  order  for  irregularity,  and  the  point  was  argued. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  order  is  irregular  and  can- 
not stand.  The  case  of  Wellesley  v.  Welleslej/j  which  is 
very  briefly  reported,  is  no  authority  for  the  present 
order;  for  in  that  case.  Lady  Mornington  having  filed  a 
bill  in  the  ordinary  and  usual  course,  filed  a  supple- 
mental bill,  for  the  purpose  -of  prosecuting  her  suit. 
No  one  would  act  as  her  next  friend,  and  she  applied  to 
the  Court  to  prosecute  it  in  formA  pauperis^  and  the 
order  was  granted. 

On  the  authority  of  WeUesley  v.  Wellesley  and  the 
order  made  by  me  in  this  case,  Mr.  C  M.  Roupell  ap- 
plied to  the  Lords  Justices  in  Ex  parte  Hakewill,  for 
leave  for  a  married  woman  to  present  a  petition  to 
obtain  access  to  her  children,  without  a  next  friend,  and 
they  granted  the  order.  That,  however,  was  an  appli- 
cation under  Mr.  Justice  Talfourd's  Act,  to  obtain 
access  to  her  children,  and  the  Lords  Justices,  after 
considerable  doubt,  appear  to  have  directed  that  to  be 
done,  but  Vice-Chancellor  KindersUy  doubted  whether 
he  had  any  such  authority.  That  was  a  different  case  from 
the  present.  The  ordinary  course  of  proceedings  in  cases 
like  the  present  is  this : — ^The  bill  is  filed  by  the  married 
woman  by  her  next  friend,  in  the  ordinary  course,  and 
she  then  makes  her  application  to  the  Court  (supported 
by  the  usual  affidavit)  for  leave  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis^ 
without  a  next  friend,  but  such  an  application  cannot  be 
made  ex  parte j  but  only  upon  notice  served  in  the  re- 
gular way.  The  object  of  this  is,  to  give  the  other  par- 
ties to  the  suit  an  opportunity  of  being  heard  on  the 
matter. 

VOL.  xYi.  Q  Q  Besides, 
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Besides^  in  this  case,  there  is  no  pending  matter  in 
which  an  affidavit  can  be  made  as  a  foundation  for  the 
application,  and  such  an  affidavit  can  only  be  made  in 
some  pending  cause  or  matter. 

Upon  every  view  of  the  case,  therefore,  the  order  is 
irregular,  and  must  be  discharged,  but  without  costs,  as 
the  Court  ought  originally  to  have  refused  it. 

NoTK.— See  In  re  LancaUer,  L.  C.  and  L.  J.  (18  AforcA,  1854.) 


MarchlS. 


CROSS  t;.  THOMAS. 


PartiesagaiMt  TN  this  case,  the  principal  Defendant  became  bank- 
plemental  nipt,  whereupon  (under  the  15  &  16  Fict.  c  86, 

mfde^undiT"  *'  ^^^  '^  ^^'  ^"  ^^^  ^^^^  February,  1863,  «  ordered, 
the  15  &  16  that  the  suit  be  carried  on  and  prosecuted  against  the 
B.  52  not         assignees,"  as  if  they  had  been  parties  to  the  original 

having  entered  suit, 
their  appear- 
ance, hberty 

was  given  to  fi^jg  order  was  served  on  the  assignees,  but  they  did 
the  Plaintiff  to  ,    .  ,  \  :,         , 

enter  an  ap-  not  enter  their  appearance,  as  they  were  bound  to  do, 
pawnee  f&r      ^^j^^  ^j^^  ^^o^^  g^^^j^j^ 

Mr.  Beavan  now  moved  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be 
at  liberty  to  enter  an  appearance  for  the  assignees.  He 
referred  to  the  29th  order  of  ilfay,  1845(a),  which,  he 
observed,  did  not  apply  to  the  present  case,  no  subpcsna 
having  been  served,  and  this  rendered  a  special  appli- 
cation necessary. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  made  the  order,  and  the 
appearance  was,  on  the  9th  o{  April,  1853,  entered  ac- 
cordingly. 

(a)  Ord.  Can.  294. 
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Re  FIELD. 

March  19. 

A  N  order,  dated  the  26th  of  November,  1852,  web  An  order  for 

"^^^^     made  for  the  taxation  of  a  solicitor's  bill,  and  the  ^^  ^  void  "n- 

Master  was  to  make  his  report  in  a  fortnight  ("  unless  leM  the  Matter 

the  said  Master  should  certify,  that  further  time  was  portmafort- 

aecessary  to  enable  him  to  make  his  report)  or  this  Jj^iS?!/^*'^ 

3rder  was  to  be  of  no  effect."  further  time 

was  necetsary. 
The  time 
The  time  expired  without  any  certificate  having  been  elapsed  with- 

Diade,  but  the  solicitor  afterwards  attended  before  the  g^^^  ^^^  ^^ 

\Ia8ter  several  times,  and  proceeded  in  the  taxation,  p«rtie«  *fter;  , 

^  wards  attended 

without  objecting.    He  at  last  objected,  and  the  Master  several  timet 

;heii  considered  his  authority  gone.  MMter^^Sth- 

out  objecting. 

Mr.  Wickens  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  client,  that  ^^^i^ty 

the  Master  might  be  at  liberty  to  certify  that  further  had  been 

waived,  and  an 

time  was  necessary.  order  was 

made  for  the 
Master  to  pro- 
Mr.  Foster,  contra.    The  order  is  altogether  void,  the  ceed  in  the 

condition  not  having  been  complied  with,  and  it  can-  **"*^^- 

not  now  be  revived. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  omission  by  the  Master  to 
certify  that  further  time  was  necessary  has  been  waived 
by  both  parties,  and  that  the  proper  order  is  to  this 
effect : — Let  the  Master  be  at  liberty  to  certify  if  further 
time  be  necessary,  and  in  case  he  shall  so  certify,  let 
him  proceed  in  the  taxation,  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
he  had  enlarged  the  time  within  fourteen  days. 
QQ3 
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1863, 


Feb.  21.  HEWISON  V.  NEGUS. 

March  19. 

A  wife  may,     fTlHIS  was  a  suit  for  foreclosure.     It  appeared  thai 
ijJSSI'en'ter  i°  1848,  the  freehold  and  copyhold  estate  in  que 

into  a  contnct  tion  Stood  limited  to  S.  B.  for  life,  with  remainder, 

to  a  moiety,  to  Eleanor^  the  wife  of  William  Negus,  i 

fee. 


for  valuable 
consideration 
with  her  hus- 
band ;  so,  con- 
versely, a  hus- 
band may  be- 
come a  pur- 
chaser from 
his  wife  of 
property  be- 


By  a  post-nuptial  settlement,  dated  the  9th  of  JVc 
ber,  1848,  and  duly  acknowledged,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Negr 
property  be-     conveyed  their  moiety  of  the  estate  (subject  to  the  pri 
longing  to  her.  ]ife  estate)  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  to 

A  pOSt-nUp-  ikr  -^r  f         i-i»        j»         1 

tial  settlement  the  rents  to  Mrs.  Negus  for  life,  for  her  separate  ui 
**8tat'' wi*   b    ^^^  without  power  of  anticipation,  with  remainder 
it  is  limited  to   Mr.  Negus  for  life  ;    and  after  the  decease  of  * 
her  separate      ^^*  ^^^  Mr.  Negus,  to  the  use  of  such   person 
use  for  life,       persons  as  Mrs.  Negus  should  by  will  appoint;  and 
of  anticipation,  default  of  appointment,  to  the  use  of  her  child  or  cl 


vith  remain- 
der to  the  hut- 
band  for  life, 
with  remain- 
der to  the 
children,  &c, 
is  not  void  as 
against  a  sub- 
sequent pur- 
chaser from 
the  husband 
and  wife,  as  a 
voluntary  set- 
tlement under    moiety  of  the  estate,  by  way  of  mortgage,  to  seci 

The  modmca-    ^00/.,  to  the  Plaintiff  Hewison,  who,  at  the  time,  hi 


dren,  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee,  with  cross-remai 
ders  between  them,  with  an  ultimate  limitation  to  M 
Negus  and  her  heirs. 

On  the  10th  August,  1849,  the  tenant  for  life  died. 

By  indenture,  dated  2nd  Aprils  1851,  and  duly 
knowledged,  Mr.  Negus  and  his  wife  conveyed  thi 


tion,  by  the      notice  of  the  settlement  of  1848. 

husband,  of 

his  life  estate 

in  possession, 

and  by  the  wife,  of  her  inheritance,  form  a  good  and  valuable  consideration 


The  money  not  bei 

pa^ 
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lid,  Hewison  filed  his  bill  against  Negus,  his  wife,  the        1863. 
isteeSy  and  the  children  of  the  marriage,  to  foreclose. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr, Biltony  for  the  Plaintiff.  As  against 

e  Plaintiff,  who  is  a  purchaser  for  valuable  considera- 

m,  the  settlement  executed,  in  1848,  by  Mr.  and  Mrs. 

'egus,in  favour  of  themselves  and  their  children,is  purely 

luDtary,  and  on  the  authority  of  all  the  cases  is  void 

thin  the  meaning  of  the  27  UUz,  c.  4.    The  settle- 

3nt  being  post-nuptial,  the  children  have  not  the  benefit 

the  marriage.consideration,  and  are  merely  volunteers, 

irrie  v.  Nind  (a);  and  this  Court  will  not  assist  them  in 

rfecting  the  settlement ;   Pulvertoft  v.  Pulvertoft  (6) ; 

^toerby  v.  Gutteridge  (c).    The  deed  is  equally  void, 

3Ugh  the  Plaintiff  had  notice  of  it ;  Buckle  y.  Mit- 

ell  (d) ;  Kelson  v.  Kelson  {e) ;  Doe  d.  Otley  v.  Man- 

tg  if) ;  Doe  d.  Baverstock  v.  JRolfe  {g).    The  case  of 

itterfield  v.  Heath  (A),  which  was  lately  decided  in 

s  CSourt,  is  an  authority  directly  in  point.    There  a 

sband  and  wife  executed  a  post-nuptial  settlement  of 

»  wife's  estate,  in  favour  of  themselves  successively, 

th  remainder  to  their  children,  and  the  husband  and 

fe  afterwards  conveyed  the  estate  to  trustees  for  sale. 

was  held,  that  the  settlement  was  void,  and  a  purchaser 

m  the  trustees  was  compelled  to  take  the  title.    The 

>perty,  no  doubt,  belonged  to  the  wife  at  the  time  of 

I  settlement,  but  it  is  difficult  to  see,  how  that  circum- 

nee  could  affect  the  question  or  prevent  the  settlement 

m  being  considered  voluntary ;  for  there  could  be  no 

itract  between  the  husband  and  wife  on  which  either 

them  could  sue,  and  therefore  there  could  be  no 

[isideration  for  the  settlement.    The  point,  indeed,  is 

:tled  by  authority,  for  it  is  expressly  laid  down,  in 

Goodright 

[a)  1  Afv/.  4-  Cr.  17.  (e)  17  Jur,  129. 

(6)  18  l^es.  84.  (/)  9  East,  59. 

(c)  18  L.  J.  ( Ch.)  N.  S,  9.  ( g)  8  Ad.  tf  El.  G50. 

{d)  18  Va.  100.  {h)  15  Ecav.  408. 


\ 
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Goodright  d.  Humphreys  v.  Moses  (a),  that  the  fact  o:^  -^l 
the  property  being  that  of  a  ma  ried  woman,  and  th^  ^n^ 
settlement  being  made  during  coverture,  does  not  prcgj^re- 
vent  the  stat.  27  Eliz,  c.  4,  from  operating  upon  it.    Th»  Mzt\t 
limitations  in  a  marriage  settlement  to  the  brothers  of  r    *%^f  a 
settlor  and  their  issue  have  been  held  void,  as  against  subcuV^flcjib- 
sequent  purchasers,  although  a  valuable  consideratior^i^f  ion 
existed  as  between  the  husband  and  wife,  for  the  iDarriag^^.flaBg( 
consideration  does  not  extend  to  collaterals  (&). 

Mr.  C.  Chapman  Barbery  for  subsequent  mortgagees^--^  jzics. 

Mr.  B.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Fane,  for  the  trustees  of  tUdT  the 
settlement,  and  the  two  children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  ^egtmmr^^its. 
In  this  case,  the  settlement  was  made  with  the  mutus  miMud 
consent  of  the  husband  and  wife,  and  could  not  faair^-fl^Ba^e 
been  made  without  the  concurrence  of  both.    The  consee  ^si- 
deration  given  on  the  part  of  the  husband  was  the  pos^s  «c)st- 
ponement  of  his  immediate  life  estate,  to  a  life  esta-tf^^^te 
to  his  wife,  limited  to  her  separate  use,  and  withor  ^i^oui 
power  of  anticipation.   This  was  a  valuable  consideratio  ^ci^  on, 
suflBcient  to  support  the  settlement.     If  the  husban  ^:=^Dd, 
instead  of  conveying  his  life  interest  in  his  wife's  pr-:^  ^^' 
perty,  had  conveyed  an  estate  of  his  own  to  trustec^^  ^3CSj 
for  the  benefit  of  his  wife  and  children,  and  the  wife,  c^        ^^ 
her  side,  had  conveyed  her  own  estate,  absolutely,  toh.^^»  "^^ 
husband,  there  would  then,  without  doubt,  be  a  sufc^  ^** 
cient  valuable  consideration,  on  both  sides,  to  suppoc:^^^^ 
the  conveyance.     What  difference  then  does  it  mak^^-*'^^' 
that  they  each  convey  the  independent  interest  whi<^-^ -**^*^ 
they  respectively  have  in  the  same  estate?    The  uni  S'  ^^^ 
of  persons,  as  between  husband  and  wife,  does  not  pr'^  ^^^ 
vent  a  valuable  consideration  passing  from  one  to  tr-*'  ^"^ 
other,  Scot  v.  Bellic);  2  Sugden,  Vendors  {d);  and  ^      Sir 

Jan 


(a)  2  Sir  W,  Black,  1019. 
(6)  See  Johnson  v.  Legardj  6 
Maule  4-  5. 60 ;  Turn.  4*  K.  281 ; 


Gray  v.  Legard,  9  L,  J.  (0. 
Cfi.  80. 

(c)  2  Lev.  70. 

(rf)  Page  167,  9th  ed. 


mes 

s.) 
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James  Wigram  gare  it  to  be  understood,  that  such  was 
his  opinion,  though  he  did  not  actually  so  decide,  in 
Parker  V.  Carter  (a).  The  question  in  these  cases  is,  whe- 
ther the  husband  and  wife  have  respectively  bought  the 
assent  of  the  other  to  the  making  the  settlement  If 
they  vary  their  interests  in  the  estate,  that  is  sufficient 
to  support  the  settlement.  The  avoiding  of  voluntary 
settlements  by  subsequent  conveyances  for  value  has, 
latterly,  been  considered  by  the  Court  as  having  been 
carried  too  far,  and  the  inclination  is  certainly  not  to 
extend  the  doctrine.  The  children  are  not  volunteers, 
but  purchasers,  through  their  parents,  as  in  the  case  of 
Ford  V.  Stuart  (b),  where  a  valuable  consideration  given 
by  a  stranger  was  held  sufficient  to  support  a  settlement. 


607 


1863. 
HswuoN 

V. 

Neous. 


They  cited  Roe  d.Hamerton  v.  Alitton{c);  Kekewich 
V.  Manning  {d) ;  EUis  v.  Nimmo  (e) ;  Doe  d.  Newman  v. 
Riuhaml^f). 

Mr.  Osborne^  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Negus. 

Mr.  Lloyd,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

My  present  impression  is,  that  Butterfield  v.  Heath 
does  not  apply  to  this  case,  but  I  will  look  into  the 
cases  and  consider. 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  reserved  my  judgment  in  this  case,  for  the  purpose 

of 


(•)  4  Hare,  409. 

(6)  15  Eeav.  493. 

(c)  2  lFi/«.356. 

(  )lDtG.M.ifG.  176. 


(e)  L/.  4r  O.  temp.  Sugden^ 
333. 

(/)  21  L.  J.  {N.  S.)  Q.  B. 
139. 


Af««T*19. 


\ 


Hbwison 


598  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1863.  ^^  considering,  whether  it  came  within  the  principle  of 
JButterfield  v.  tJeath  {a),  decided  by  me  in  April  of  last 
year.     In  that  case  I  decided,  that  a  voluntary  settle- 

Neous.  ment  made  by  a  married  woman,  of  her  real  estate,  was 
within  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  27  Eliz.,  and 
that  it  was  void  as  against  a  subsequent  purchaser  of 
that  estate,  even  though  with  notice  of  the  previous 
settlement.  I  retain  that  opinion;  and  if  the  husband 
and  wife  have  in  this  case  executed  a  voluntary  settle- 
ment, I  am  of  opinion  that  it  falls  within  the  provisions 
of  that  statute,  and  must  be  held  to  be  void  as  against 
the  subsequent  mortgagee. 

On  the  9th  of  November^  1848,  the  husband  and  wife 
(Mr.  and  Mrs.  Negus)  executed  the  settlement  which  is 
alleged  to  be  voluntary ;  and  the  only  question  which 
arises  in  this  cause  is,  whether  there  is  a  consideration 
sufficient  to  support  it.  If  there  be  any  consideration 
to  support  it,  it  must  be  found  in  the  settlement  itself; 
for  it  is  not  alleged  that  any  consideration  passed  from 
any  one,  except  what  appears  on  the  face  of  the  deed, 
and  what  may  there  appear  to  have  passed  from  one  of 
the  parties  to  the  deed  to  the  other.  It  is  undoubtedly 
clear,  both  on  principle  and  authority,  that  a  wife  may, 
in  many  respects,  enter  into  a  contract  for  valuable  con- 
sideration with  her  husband.  The  release  of  dower  by 
a  wife  has  been  considered  to  be  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion to  constitute  her  a  purchaser  of  a  settlement  of  the 
property  of  the  husband,  made  on  that  consideration. 

I  am  also  of  opinion,  that  the  converse  of  the  pro- 
position is  true,  and  that  a  husband  may  become  a  pur- 
chaser from  his  wife  of  property  belonging  to  her.  The 
settlement,  in  this  case,  is  to  this  effect :    It  bears  date 

the 

(a)  15  Beav.  408. 


( 
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the  9th  April,  1848,  and  was  made  by  the  husband  of 
the  first  party  the  wife  of  the  second  part,  and  two 
trustees  of  the  third  part  After  reciting  that  the  wife 
was  entitled  to  a  vested  reversion  in  fee  simple  in  one 
moiety  of  certain  freehold  and  copyhold  hereditaments, 
and  that  she  and  her  husband  had  agreed  to  settle  the 
same,  the  deed  witnessed,  that  they  granted,  released 
and  confirmed  to  the  trustees,  the  freehold  heredita- 
ments (subject  to  the  estate  of  the  tenant  for  life),  upon 
trust  to  pay  the  rents  and  profits  of  them  to  Eleanor 
Ann  Negus,  the  wife,  for  her  separate  use  and  without 
anticipation,  upon  her  sole  receipt ;  and  subject  thereto 
to  the  husband  for  his  life,  and  after  the  decease  of  the 
survivor,  for  such  persons  as  Eleanor  Ann  Negus  should 
by  will  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  to  her 
children,  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee  simple,  with  cross 
executory  limitations,  in  case  of  any  one  of  them  dying 
under  twenty-one  and  without  issue.  The  deed  then 
contained  a  covenant  by  the  husband  to  surrender  the 
copyhold  to  the  trustees  on  the  trusts  of  the  settlement, 
and  the  usual  clauses  to  be  found  in  such  settlements. 


1853. 


I  entertain  no  doubt,  upon  the  full  consideration  of 
this  settlement,  that  it  was  executed  by  the  wife  for 
valuable  consideration,  and  that  it  does  not  fall  within 
the  principle  of  Goodright  y.  Moses{a),  and  Curriev. 
Nind{b\  which  were  followed  by  me  in  Butterfield  v. 
Heath  (c).  I  concur  with  the  argument  which  was 
urged,  that  the  surrender  by  the  husband  of  his  right  to 
receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  hereditaments  during 
coverture,  and  his  giving  his  wife  a  sole  and  exclusive 
power  and  control  over  them,  is  a  valuable  consideration 
sufficient  to  support  this  settlement.  In  truth,  no  doubt 
could  arise  on  the  subject,  if  the  consideration  had 
sprung  from  another  source.    For  instance,  if  the  estate 

for 

(a)  2  FT.  Black.  1019.      (6)  1  M.  *  Cr,  17.    (c)  15  Bear.  408. 
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for  the  separate  use  of  the  wife  had  been  omitted,  and 
if  the  husband  had,  as  a  consideration  for  the  wife  set- 
tling this  property  on  the  children,  vested  in  the  names 
of  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  a  sum  of  stock,  the 
dividends  of  which  were  equal  io  amount  to  the  annual 
produce  of  his  estate,  and  had  directed  the  trustees  to 
pay  these  dividends  to  the  separate  use  of  the  wife,  as  a 
consideration  for  the  settlement  on  the  children,  no 
question  would  have  been  raised;  and  yet  it  is  manifest, 
that  it  would  differ  from  the  settlement  actually  made 
in  form  only,  and  that  in  substance  it  is  the  same  thing. 


I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  settlement  is  a 
valid  and  subsisting  settlement,  and  that  the  mortgage 
of  the  2nd  April,  1851,  is  invalid  as  against  that  settle-- 
ment,  and  that  consequently  the  suit  fails,  and  the  bill 
must  be  dismissed,  but  without  costs. 

Note. — Afiinned  by  the  Lords  Justices,  May  30,  1853. 


March  14, 15,  MACfcEOD  V.  ANNESLEY. 

24. 

tvestimt       T\^  *^®  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  Norman 

monies  on  real  "^^     Macleod  With  Lixdy  Hester  A,  Annesley,  in  1801, 

/onrf"  utho-  ^^'  ^  sum  of  10,000Z.,  Irish  currency,  was  assigned  to  trus- 

rizes  a  loan  on  tees,  upon  trust  for  Lady  Hester  for  life,  with  remainder 
leaseholds  for  ^_  -mM-    i      ^   r      t-r         •  i  •     i  •    • 

lives,  perpe-      to  Norman  Macleod  tor  lite,  with  remainder  to  their 

aWe  at'^^'h^d   ^'^''^'■®'^»  ^^  ^^^^  should  appoint,  &c. 

rent.^  *    ^^  The 

The  general 
understanding 

is,  that  a  trustee  should  only  lend  to  the  exteut  of  two-thirds  of  the  value  on  agricul-  - 
tural  freeholds,  and  to  the  extent  of  one-half  on  freehold  houses.  Semble,  also,  that-: 
one-half  is  the  limit  in  the  case  of  a  leasehold  renewable  for  ever  at  a  large  head  rent 

Trustee  made  liable  for  a  loss  on  a  mortgage  investment,  he  not  havmg  taken  due 
precautions  to  ascertain  the  value  of  the  property  mortgaged. 

Incumbrancer  pff7i(/en/e  lUe  held  not  an  indispensable  party  to  a  suit  to  recoTer  tin 
fund. 


Maclboo 

V. 
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The  deed  provided,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the        1863. 
t^rustees  to  lend  the  trust  monies  to  Viscount  Valentia, 
"  at  interest,  on  the  security  of  any  freehold,  leasehold 
or  copyhold  messuages,  lands  or  other  hereditaments,     AHiiBiLBT. 
of  competent  value,  in  any  part  of  England  or  Ireland^ 
and  also  that  it  should  and  might  be  lawful  for  the 
trostees,"  in  case  the  sum  of  10,000/.,  or  any  part 
thereof,  should  not  be  advanced  to  Viscount  Valentia, 
to  lay  out  and  invest  the  10,000/.  in  their  or  his  name 
or  names,  in  the  public  funds  of  the  United  Kingdom 
of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland^  or  upon  government  or 
real  security  in  England,  Ireland,  Scotland  or  Wales," 
but  with  the  approbation  and  consent  in  writing  of  Lady 
Hester  and  Norman  Macleod,  if  living. 

On  the  16th  of  May,  1843,  the  Defendant  Arthur 
Annesley  (being  then  the  sole  trustee),  advanced  the 
sum  of  7,320/.,  part  of  the  trust  monies,  upon  mortgage 
of  estates  in  Ireland,  which  were  held  for  lives  at  a  rent 
of  421/.  I2s.  ll</.,with  a  covenant  for  perpetual  renewal, 
on  payment  of  a  pepper  corn.  Interest  was  reserved 
at  6  per  cent,  to  be  reduced  to  5}  if  paid  within  a 
month. 

The  gross  rental  of  the  estate  was  about  923/.,  but  it 
was  subject  to  the  head  rent,  a  rent  charge,  quit  rent 
and  poor  rates,  which  left  a  surplus  of  about  430/. 
only. 

Norman  Macleod  died  in  1836,  and  Lady  Hester  in 
1844.  They  had  four  children,  viz.  the  Plaintiff  Lucy, 
and  the  Defendants  Arthur,  John  and  Edward.  Under 
an  appointment  duly  executed,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  4,334/.,  part  of  the  trust  fund,  and  her  brothers, 
Arthur,  John  and  Edward,  to  the  residue.  Scarcely 
any  interest  had  ever  been  paid  on  the  mortgage,  and 

the 


\ 
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the  security  had  become  wholly  deficient,  the  answer 
even  admitting,  that  the  fixed  charges  equalled  the  pre- 
sent rental.  In  1861,  Lucy  Macleod  filed  her  bill  against 
Amneslet.  the  trustee  and  her  brothers,  challenging  the  propriety 
of  the  investment,  and  seeking  to  make  the  trustee  liable 
for  a  breach  of  trust,  and  to  fix  him  with  the  amount  of 
the  trust  monies  so  invested. 

It  appeared,  that  pending  the  suit,  the  Plaintiff  had 
incumbered  her  share,  and  the  trustee,  on  that  account, 
objected  to  the  suit  for  want  of  parties. 

Mr.  Llot/d  and  Mr.KarsIake,  for  the  Plaintiff.  First, 
a  trustee  is  not  justified  in  investing  in  leaseholds,  unless 
he  has  an  express  power  to  do  so;  Fylerv.  Fyler(a); 
Fuller  V.  Knight  (b) ;  Wyait  v.  Sharratt  (c).  Here,  the 
power  to  lend  on  leaseholds  was  confined  to  a  loan  to 
Lord  Valentia,  but  on  a  loan  to  any  other  person  the 
security  must  be  on  *'  real  security,"  and  a  power  to 
lend  on  real  security  does  not  authorize  a  loan  on  the 
security  of  mere  leaseholds.  The  existence  of  such  a 
security  depends  on  the  due  payment  of  the  rent;  for  if 
unpaid,  the  landlord  may  not  only  destrain,  but  bring 
an  ejectment  and  determine  the  estate  altogether. 

Secondly,  there  is  no  sufficient  proof  of  any  consent 
in  writing  having  been  given  by  Lady  Hester,  as  required 
by  the  power. 

Thirdly,  the  trustee  has  invested  the  trust  money  on 
a  plainly  inadequate  security,  and  did  not  take  proper 
precautions  to  ascertain  its  value,  previous  to  advancing 
the  money.     The  rule  is,  that  on  a  fee-simple  security, 


(a)  3  Beav.  550.  (6)  6  Beav.  205.  (r)  3  Bcav.  498. 
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a  trustee  is  not  justified  in  lending  beyond  two-thirds  of 

the  value  of  the  property ;  Stickney  v.  Sewell  (a).    Here, 

the  surplus  rents,  at  the  date  of  the  loan,  were,  after 

deducting  the  necessary  expenses  of  collection,  insuffi-     Akmbblet. 

cient  to  keep  down  the  interest,  and  no  proper  valuation 

or  examination  of  the  security  was  made  prior  to  the 

loan. 

Fourthly,  there  has  been  no  acquiescence  on  the  part 
of  the  Plaintiff;  she  had  no  interest  at  the  time^  and  to 
bind  her  by  acquiescence,  it  must  be  shown,  that  she 
had  full  notice,  and  was  aware  that  a  breach  of  trust 
was  in  contemplation ;  Walker  v.  Symonds  (b) ;  Bennett 
V.  CoHey{c). 

As  to  the  objection  for  want  of  parties,  they  cited 
Bridget  v.  Hame8(d)y  and  argued,  that  the  Court  had 
now  the  power,  under  the  40th  order  of  August ^  1841  (e), 
of  making  a  decree  saving  the  rights  of  the  absent  par- 
ties; and  under  the  Equity  Improvement  Act  (/),  one 
cestui  que  trust  could  maintain  a  suit  without  making 
the  other  cestuis  que  trust  parties. 

Norris  v.  Wright  (g) ;  Pocock  v.  lieddington  (A) ;  Lyse 
V.  Kingdon  (t),  were  also  cited. 

Mr.  72.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Renshaw,  contri.  First,  the 
power  authorizes  an  investment  on  '*  real  security  in 
Ireland,"  and  therefore  upon  a  freehold  estate  of  un- 
limited duration,  which  is  the  ordinary  freehold  tenure  in 

that 


(a)  1  Myl.  if  Cr.  8.  (/)  13  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  i.  42, 

(b)  3  Swamt.  1.  r.  4. 

(0  5  Sim.  11 ;  2  Myl.  4*  K.  (g)  14  Beav.  291. 

232.  (A)  5  Ves.  794. 

(J)  1  Coll.  72.  (i)  1  CoU.  188. 

(e)  Ord.Can.  176. 
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1863.  th^^  country.  Secondly,  when  the  security  was  taken 
it  was  sufficient,  the  estates  having  four  years  previously 
been  valued  at  1,4272.  a  year.  The  failure  of  the  po- 
tatoe  crop  in  Ireland^  and  the  consequent  famine,  dis- 
turbances and  distress,  have  since  depreciated  the  value 
of  this  and  all  other  property  in  Ireland^  and  rendered 
the  security  insufficient ;  for  this  unforeseen  misfortune, 
a  trustee  cannot,  in  justice,  be  held  responsible.  Thirdly, 
the  Plaintiff  is  barred  by  her  concurrence  in  the  invest- 
ment, and  by  the  lapse  of  time,  during  which  she  has 
acquiesced  in  the  transaction ;  Browne  v.  Cross  (a). 
Fourthly,  the  suit  is  defective  for  want  of  parties.  The 
rights  of  the  parties  cannot  be  determined  in  the  ab- 
sence of  their  incumbrancers. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  points  to  be  considered  are  the  following :  first, 
whether  this  was  a  proper  security  on  which  to  advance 
trust  money.  Secondly,  if  the  trustee  took  all  reason- 
able steps  which  he  ought  to  have  taken  for  ascertaining 
that  fact,  or  was  deceived  and  could  not  reasonably  have 
ascertained  the  state  of  the  property.  And  thirdly, 
whether  there  is  any  acquiescence  which  binds  the 
Plaintiff. 

With  respect  to  the  nature  of  the  security  of  the 
property  itself,  I  entertain  no  doubt.  I  think  that 
where  a  power  is  expressly  given  to  a  trustee,  to  invest 
trust  money  in  land  in  Ireland,  he  would  not  be  pre- 
cluded from  investing  it  in  leaseholds,  perpetually  re- 
newable with  a  head  rent,  for  this  is  the  common 
tenure  of  land  in  Ireland.  Provided  the  security  is 
sufficient,  I  do  not  think  the  peculiarity  of  the  tenure 
is  a  sufficient  reason  for  saying,  that  the  trustee  has 

committed 

(a)  14  Beav,  105. 
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committed  a  breach  of  trust.  The  tenarci  in  fact, 
differs  very  little  from  a  fee  simple  subject  to  a  head 
rent ;  but  the  circumstance  that  it  is  subject  to  a  con- 
siderable head  rent  makes  it  the  more  important  for  the  Annulbt. 
trustee  to  have  regard  to  the  amount  of  the  surplus  rent 
and  to  the  value  of  the  property. 

I  do  not  know  that  it  has  ever  been  distinctly  laid 
down  by  authority,  but  it  has  been  the  general  under- 
standing of  the  profession,  and  the  general  practice  of 
the  Court,  in  these  cases,  to  consider,  that  a  trustee  is 
not  justified  in  advancing  money  on  agricultural  free- 
holds, to  the  extent  of  more  than  two-thirds  of  the 
value,  or  of  more  than  one-half  the  value  on  freehold 
houses.  Considering  this  as  a  freehold,  subject  to  a 
large  head  rent,  which  must  always  be  paid,  whatever 
variation  there  may  be  in  the  value  of  the  property,  I 
should  (but  without  intending  to  lay  down  any  rule  on 
the  subject)  hardly  consider  it  safe,  for  a  trustee  to 
advance  money,  on  the  security  of  property  of  that 
description,  to  a  greater  extent  than  is  allowed  by  the 
Court  to  be  advanced  on  a  freehold  house ;  and  if  a 
trustee  were  to  lend  trust  money  to  a  greater  extent,  he 
would  hardly  be  considered  to  have  exercised  a  wise  or 
safe  discretion. 

Now  what  does  the  value  of  this  property  turn  out  to 
be  ?  It  is  proved,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  that 
the  surplus  rents,  in  1843,  when  the  money  was  ad- 
vanced, averaged  about  430/.;  for  the  gross  rental  being 
923/.,  and  the  outgoings  about  493/.,  I  think  430/.  may 
be  taken  to  have  been  the  surplus  in  the  year  1843.  I 
<lo  not  say  anything  about  the  charges  of  the  surveyor 
^udd  the  like,  because  they  do  not  appear  to  me  properly 
^o  enter  into  the  valuation,  in  a  question  of  this  de- 
scription. 


606  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1863.  scription.  On  this  property,  on  which  the  head  rent 
was  421/.,  and  the  whole  outgoings  493/.,  leaving  a 
surplus  of  merely  430/.,  which  was  to  bear  all  the 
variations  in  value,  7,320/.  was  advanced  at  interest  at 
6/.  per  cent,  to  be  reduced  to  5^/.,  if  paid  punctually. 
Now  interest  at  6/.  per  cent,  amounts  to  439/.  4s.  So 
that  if  the  interest  were  not  paid  punctually,  the  surplus 
rents  would  have  been  insufficient  to  pay  the  mere  in- 
terest on  the  money  advanced ;  aud  if  the  interest  were 
paid  regularly,  the  surplus  would  only  have  been  27/.  8«. 
It  is  obvious,  that  no  trustee  could  be  justified  in  lend- 
ing money  with  knowledge  that  such  was  the  state  of 
the  property.  It  is  idle  to  say  that  a  valuation  was 
made  four  years  before,  on  behalf  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer, in  which  a  gentleman  considered  that  it  ought 
to  be  let  for  1,427/.  a  year.  The  test  of  value  is,  what 
a  property  actually  lets  for,  and  what,  in  truth,  could 
really  be  obtained  for  it ;  for  it  is  always  to  be 
inferred,  that  the  landlord  would  obtain  as  much  as 
he  could  for  his  property.  A  trustee,  who  ascertains 
that  the  rack  rental  barely  produces  sufficient  to  pay 
the  interest  of  the  money  he  advances,  would  clearly 
not  be  justified  in  this  Court  in  advancing  it.  This  is 
totally  independent  of  the  circumstance  that  there  was 
a  large  head  rent  to  be  paid  in  the  first  instance.  If 
the  trustee,  therefore,  was  aware  of  the  state  of  the 
property,  and  there  was  no  acquiescence  on  the  part  of 
the  cestui  que  trust,  it  is  impossible,  consistently  with 
the  numerous  decisions  on  the  subject,  to  hold,  that  the 
trustee  was  justified  in  lending  this  money  on  property 
of  that  nature. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  any  fraud  was  really 
practised  on  this  gentleman,  and  whether  he  was  de- 
ceived as  to  the  value  of  the  property  ?  He  does  not 
seem  to  have  taken  any  pains  to  ascertain  its  real  value 

Mr. 
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Mr.  James  Josiah  Hardy  bad  informed  the  family,  who 
had  informed  the  trustee^  that  the  property  was  worth 
1,400/.  a  year,  but  the  trustee  took  no  means  to  ascer- 
tain that  fact  himself.  It  was  his  duty,  when  exer- 
cising the  oflBce  of  a  trustee,  to  ascertain  the  exact  and 
accurate  state  and  value  of  the  property,  before  he  ad- 
vanced the  trust  money ;  and  it  is  not  sufficient  for  him 
to  say,  that  he  left  it  to  other  persons  to  do  so.  There 
18  nothing  to  lead  me  to  the  conclusion,  that  if  he  had 
taken  proper  pains,  he  would  not  have  ascertained  the 
real  value  and  situation  of  the  property. 


1863. 


I  next  come  to  consider,  whether  there  has  been 
any  acquiescence  which  binds  this  Plaintiff.  I  appre- 
hend that  the  Court  does  not  require  distinct  evidence, 
in  writing,  signed  by  the  Plaintiff,  that  she  acquiesced, 
but  there  must  be  reasonable  evidence  that  she  under- 
stood what  she  was  about,  and  that  knowing  she  ac- 
quiesced in  it.  I  entertain  very  little  doubt  that  both 
yir.  Edward Macleod  and  Lady  Arabella  Macleod  sanc- 
tioned and  approved  of  this  transaction,  and  pressed  it 
on  the  trustees,  but  I  think  there  is  no  evidence  of  ac- 
quiescence to  bind  or  bar  the  Plaintiff. 


An  objection  is  then  taken  for  want  of  parties,  and  it 
is  said,  that  there  ought  to  be  additional  parties,  because 
all  the  children  have  incumbered  their  shares.  Now 
the  only  share  which,  in  my  opinion,  it  is  material  to 
consider,  is  that  of  the  Plaintiff,  which  has  been  incum- 
bered pending  the  suit.  The  incumbrancer  would 
clearly,  therefore,  be  bound  by  the  proceedings  in  this 
suit ;  but  I  apprehend  that  the  42nd  section  of  the  sta- 
tute of  16  &  16  Ftc^  c.  86,  applies  to  all  suits,  and  one 
of  the  rules  is,  that  any  one  of  several  cesiuis  que  trust 
under  any  deed  or  instrument  may,  without  serving  any 

VOL.  XVI.  R  R  other 
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other  of  such  cestuis  que  trust,  have  a  decree  for  the 
execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  deed  or  instrument 

NoWy  without  saying  that  that  extends  to  the  case  oitt 
repairing  a  breach  of  trust,  or  entering  into  that  ques^^ 
tion,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  in  this  case,  dealing  only,  afi^s 
in  my  opinion  I  can  only  deal,  with  the  share  of  th^^i 
Plaintiff*  and  no  other  share,  the  objection  is  not  sad 
as  ought  to  preclude  the  Court  from  making  the  deci 
which  I  propose  to  make ;  and  I  am  therefore  of  opinion 
that  the  Defendant  must  be  declared  liable  to  mak^ 
good  to  the  Plaintiff  the  sum  of  4,334/.  which  has  beei^ 
appointed  to  her,  and  interest,  and  it  must  be  paid  ini 
Court  for  the  protection  of  her  incumbrancer. 


Apnl  12. 

Where  a  soli- 
citor is  re- 
tained by  two 
personsioititly, 
an  application 
for  taxation  by 
one,  in  the  al^- 
sence  of  the 
other,  sjiould 
not  be  made 
as  of  course. 


Be  LEWIN. 

A    SOLICITOR  was  employed  by  two  trustees,  Jm 
'^^    seph  Evans  and  Francis  Evans,  jointly.    Fram 
Evans  went  abroad ;  and  Joseph  Evans,  on  the  7th 
March  last,  obtained  an  order  of  course,  for  the  taxi 
tion  of  the  bill,  representing  he  had  employed  him,  an 
omitting  all  mention  of  Francis  Evans.     He  alone  su 
mitted  to  pay  what  should  appear  due. 

Mt.  Morris  moved  to  discharge  the  order  for 
gularity.     He  argued,  that  this  was  not  a  proper  cas^ 
for  an  order  of  course,  and  that  the  facts  had  been  erro 
neously  stated,  on  the  application  for  the  order, 
cited  In  re  Perkins  (a),  as  being  in  point. 

M 


(a)  8  Beav.  241. 
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Mr.  Willcock,  contriy  argued,  that  the  co-trustee  be- 
ing in  America,  the  solicitor  had  acted  For  one  alone. 
He  cited  In  re  Stephen  (a). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  was  a  joint  employment  of  a  solicitor,  and  the 
application  for  taxation  is  made  by  one  only.     The 
Court,  in  such  cases,  has  always  considered  it  proper 
that  a  special  application  should  be  made.     Subject  to 
what  I  might  hear  on  the  other  side,  I  should  consider 
it  would  be  very  much  of  course  to  direct  a  taxation  on 
the  application  of  one,  where  the  other  could  not,  by 
reason  of  his  absence,  concur^    The  Court  might  con- 
sider the  case  in  the  same  light,  as  if  there  had  been  a 
refusal  to  concur. 

Here  the  application  is  made  by  one,  without  the  con- 
currence of  the  other,  in  which  case  the  Court  has  con- 
sidered a  special  petition  necessary.  This  is  shown  by 
the  cases  of  In  re  Chilcoie{b) ;  Lockhart  v.  Hardy  (c) ; 
In  re  Hair  (d). 

In  this  state  of  circumstances,  I  must  discharge  the 
order,  but  without  costs. 

(a)  2  Phil.  562.  (c)  4  Beav.  224. 

{b)  1  Beav.  421.  (c/)  10  Beav.  187. 
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In  re  MANCHESTER  NEW  COLLEGE. 

rriHIS  was  a  petition^  presented  in  February  last 
-*-    under  the  statute  62  Geo.  3,  c.  101  (Sir  Samue 


Feb.  25,  28. 
April  13. 

The  operation 

of  the  general 

words  of  the 

Stat.  52  Geo.  3,  Romilly*s  Xci)  by  twenty  out  of  196  persons,  whO| 

mutl  Rtmiliys  that  time,  were  subscribers  to,  and  entitled  to  be  trui 
Act),  has  been  jegg  ^f  ^^^Q  charity  called  the  "  Manchester  New  Col  J 

cut  down,  by  -^  , 

the  decisions     lege,^  praying  a  declaration  by  the  Court,  that  it  wouW 

fl io^^°»K^K  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  institution  that  it  should  b 
to  cases  wnicn 

arise  between    established  in  London^  as  a  theological  institution  f( 
and  cettuiique  ^hc  education  of  young  men  designed  for  the  ministr;^ 

trust  of  a  cha-   among  Protestant  Dissenters,  of  the  class  or  descriptior 
nty,  and  even  .  ,        i      .  .  .  ,    *t   » 

in  such  cases,    called  Presbyterians,  and  to  be  m  connection  with  UnH 

the  Court  must  yersity  College,  Zondon,  for  the  literary  and  scientifi 
exercise  a  dis-  j  i>  '  »  j  ^ 

cretionasto      education  of  such  young  men;  and  that,  notwithstan 
Tct^caTbe^ap-   '"§  ^^^^  removal  from  Manchester  to  London,  the  ren 

plied  with  ad-    interest  and  income  of  the  property  belonging  to  th 

vantage  to  the 

charity. 

Where  the 
direction  of  the 
Court  is  re- 
quired for  the     «««^„«o^„ 
Administration   "ecessary, 
of  a  charitable  management  of  the  charity, 
trust,  and  there 
is  no  question 
between  the 
trustees  and 

strangers,  and  the  objects  of  the  charity  have  no  separate  and  conflicting  interests,  1 
Court  has  jurisdiction  on  petition  under  the  act,  and  ought  to  exercise  it,  though  thea 
is  no  appeal  from  the  Mu*ter  of  the  Rollx  in  such  a  case  except  to  the  House  of  Lord 

An  academy  for  the  education  of  English  Presbyterians  was  established  at  Wa, 
rington^  and  was  governed  by  a  body  of  trustees,  who  afterwards  deemed  it  expediea 
to  remove  it  to   Manchetter^  thence  to  York,  and  back  again  to  Manchester.     The* 
was  no  trust  deed  or  document  declaring  the  original  objects  of  the  charity,  but  it  w — — 
stated,  in  a  resolution  of  the  trustees,  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  that  part  of  the  kingdo-— 
which  was  totally  deficient  in  academies.     The  trustees  having  presented  a  petiti^er^^— 
asking  to  have  the  academy  removed  to  London :  Held  that  the  trustees  had  power  so        ^^ 
remove  it :  that  the  object  of  the  charity  was  to  afford  education  to  students  for  t.  ^^^ 
ministry  and  others :  and  that  its  locality  was  a  secondary  consideration,  and  loolc^^^ 
upon  only  as  the  means  to  an  end. 


charity  might  be  applied,  by  the  trustees,  as  the  coo 
niittee  for  the  time  being  of  the  trustees  of  Manchest 
New  College  should,  from  time  to  time,  direct,  and  - 
that  there  should  be  a  scheme  for  the  futur 


In  re 
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It  appeared,  from  the  statements  in  the  petition,  1853. 
which  were  not  disputed,  that  after  the  Act  of  Unifor- 
iDity(a),  there  arose  a  class  of  people  called  Nonconform  ^ 
mists,  and  that  one  section  of  these,  called  the  English  ^^^  College. 
Presbyterians,  after  the  passing  of  the  Act  of  Tolera- 
tion(i),  and  up  to  the  present  time,  have  maintained,  in 
different  parts  of  England  and  WaleSf  several  colleges 
or  academical  institutions,  in  which  university  learning 
has  been  taught,  and  young  men  have  been  educated 
for  professional  or  civil  life,  and  especially  for  the 
Christian  ministry,  without  subscription  to  religious 
articles,  or  confessions  of  faith.  These  academies,  how- 
ever, could  never  be  permanently  fixed  to  any  particular 
places,  owing  to  the  necessity  which  was  felt  of  connect- 
ing them  with  the  ministry  of  some  neighbouring  con- 
gregation, of  which  the  minister  was  of  sufficient  ability 
and  learning  to  impart  instruction. 

In  1764,  on  the  ground  of  a  total  deficiency  of  such 
academies  in  the  northern  part  of  England,  an  institu- 
tion of  the  kind  was  projected,  and  soon  after  esta- 
blished, at  Warrington ;  and  at  a  meeting  of  the  trus- 
tees, in  June,  1767,  it  was  resolved,  "that  for  the  pre- 
sent, and  as  a  temporary  settlement,  Warrington  is  the 
most  convenient  situation  for  the  academy."  In  1783 
it  was  given  up  for  want  of  funds  to  support  it. 

The  institution  was  revived  in  1786,  and  was  then 
transferred  to  Manchester,  in  the  manner  stated  in  the 
judgment  (c),  and  afterwards,  in  1803,  to  York,  and, 
lastly,  in  1839,  back  again  to  Manchester,  from  which 
place  it  was  now  desired  to  remove  it  to  London.  It  having 
been  ascertained,  by  a  committee  appointed  at  a  special 
meeting  of  trustees,  held  on  the  8th  oi  December,  1852, 
that  the  trustees  of  Manchester  New  College  could,  by 

an 

(fl)  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  4.  (c)  See  /km*,  page  620. 

(6)  llF.^^Af.c.  18. 
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1863.  an  arrangement  with  the  council  of  University  Hall,  iiw-^  -^^ 
^"^"^^^  the  vicinity  of  University  College,  London,  provide  th^^  -^kzzh 
Manchestbr  nieans  of  a  common,  religious,  and  ethical  culture  foHc  **  w^c 
New  College,  law  and  divinity;  and  that,  in  the  opinion  of  Counsel^  M  — =af 
they  could  effect  the  removal  to  London,  by  an  applica — .^^  -^ 
tion  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  on  petition,  without  an 
Act  of  Parliament,  it  was  resolved,  at  the  general  annuaH.  ^ 
meeting,  by  twenty-three  against  two  votes,  that  a  peti — . 
tion  should  be  presented  to  the  Court,  for  the  removaf  m 
of  the  charity.  All  the  trustees  in  whom  the  propertw^ 
of  the  charity  was  vested,  were  willing  to  continue 
act  in  the  trusts,  except  William  Rayner  Wood,  who 
declined  to  concur  with  his  co-trustees,  alleging  tha^. 
the  application  of  the  college  funds  to  London  objects 
would  be,  not  merely  a  departure  from  the  terms  of  th» 
original  foundation,  but  would  endanger  the  object  fo  - 
which  that  foundation  was  intended ;  and  he  and  twa» 
others  were  dissentients. 

The  Petition  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

The  Solicitor- General,  and  Mr.  M.  M.James,  for  th» 
Petitioners,  contended,  that  the  great  and  paramount  de 
sign  of  the  founders  and  trustees  of  the  charity,  through 
out,  was  to  meet  with  a  place,  from  time  to  time,  whici 
would  afford  a  sufficient  supply  of  lay  students  to  asso 
ciate  with  the  clerical  students,  in  a  large  and  compre 
hensive  seminary,  and  so,  by  the  help  of  the  former,  t^- 
obtain  for  the  latter  a  theological  education.     And  ac 
cordingly,when  the  lay  students  in  TFarrin^iond windier "^^^ 
down  to  an  insignificant  number,  the  institution  was  re^^"^^*^ 
moved  to  Manchester »     Again,  for  the  like  reason,  S"        ^^ 
was  removed  to  York,  and  from  York  back  again  t-:^     ^ 
Manchester.     All  these  removals  were  made  merely  i  m      'O 
pursuance  of  a  resolution  of  the  trustees,  whose  right  \M       ^ 
act  seemed  never  to  have  been  questioned.     Their  pr-^^:^^- 

mar      -ry 
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ry  and  special  object  was  the  education  of  young  1863. 
a  for  the  sacred  ministry,  but,  at  the  same  time,  both  ^-^v-^^ 
principle  and  as  a  means  to  an  end,  their  various  Manchester 
demies,  wherever  and  however  established,  were  to  New  College. 
open  to  all,  without  distinction  and  without  any  re- 
ous  subscription  or  test.  The  exigencies,  therefore, 
the  case  compelled  them,  from  time  to  time,  to  open 
ir  seminaries,  wherever  there  was  any  hope  of  main- 
ling  them ;  and  the  management  of  the  charity  was 
ays  vested  in  a  majority  of  the  trustees.  That  this 
.racter  of  the  charity  still  subsisted,  of  being  regulated, 
:n  time  to  time,  by  a  majority  of  the  trustees,  and  of 
ng  migratory,  according  as  it  might  be  deemed  by  the 
»tees  expedient  for  the  interest  of  the  body.  And 
it  bad,  in  fact,  moved  about,  from  place  to  place, 
etofore,  as  suited  the  convenience  of  the  body,  so  it 
3  now  capable  of  being  legally  transferred  from  Man- 
ster^  its  present  locality,  to  London;  and  a  simple 
olution  of  the  trustees  was  sufficient  to  authorize 
as  no  doubt  the  Court  will  hold,  on  the  fair  con- 
uction  of  the  trusts.  They  cited  Attorney-General 
The  Corporation  of  Ludlow(a)\  A ttomey- General  v. 
e  Earl  of  Devon{b);  Attorney- General  v.  Bishop  of 
7rc€8ter(c). 

Mr.  Busk  for  thirteen  of  the  trustees,  not  Petitioners, 
t  in  the  same  interest. 

Mr.  Roundell  Palmer,  and  Mr.  Amphlett,  for  Mr.  W. 

Woody  took  a  preliminary  objection  to  the  jurisdic- 
n  of  the  Court,  and  contended,  that  the  question  at 
ue  between  the  parties,  and  the  objects  contemplated 

the  petition,  did  not  come  within  the  provision  of 
5  act,  which  was  an   "  act  to  provide  a  summary 

remedy 

a)  2  Pk.  685.  (6)  15  Sim.  193  (c)  9  Hare,  328. 
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1853.  remedy  in  cases  of  abases  of  trusts  created  for  chari- 
^^*v-^^  table  purposes."  That  the  act,  although  intituled  an 
Manchester  ®^*  ^^  remedy  abuses  of  trusts,  also  authorized  orders  to 
New  College,  be  made  under  it  for  the  administration  of  any  trust 
for  charitable  purposes;  but  as  the  jurisdiction  under 
the  act,  upon  petition,  had  been  held  to  extend  only  to 
simple  breaches  of  trust,  so  the  jurisdiction,  by  petition, 
in  cases  of  administration  of  charitable  trusts,  should 
not  be  extended  beyond  carrying  the  trusts  simply  and 
strictly  into  execution ;  In  re  the  Suir  Island  Female 
Charity  School  (a) ;  Re  Reading  Dispensary  (&).  That  in 
this  case,  the  Petitioners  extended  their  objects  far 
beyond  simple  administration  of  a  trust,  for  they  were 
remodelling  the  charity  altogether.  That  the  charity 
was  of  a  strictly  local  character,  the  very  ground  of 
its  establishment  ^iWarringtonj  in  the  year  1754,  being, 
that  there  was  a  total  deficiency  of  academies  in  that 
the  northern  part  of  the  kingdom;  and  therefore  an 
effort  was  made  to  supply  that  defect.  That  there 
could  be  no  question,  therefore,  that  the  removal  of  the 
charity  to  London  was  inconsistent  with  the  original 
design  and  object  of  its  establishment,  which  was  to 
benefit  that  part  of  England  in  which  it  was  originally 
and  was  now  located.  That  if  that  were  so,  the  petition 
must  be  dismissed.  Besides,  it  was  not  expedient  for 
the  well  being  of  the  charity  itself,  that  it  should  be 
removed  to  London^  where  the  young  men  would  be 
exposed  to  greater  temptation  than  at  present.  They 
cited  Attorney 'General  v.  Earl  o(  Stamford  (c). 

Mr.  WickenSf  for  the  Attorney-General. 

The  Solicitor-General,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 

The 

(a)  3  Jon.  4-  L.  171.         (6)  10  Sim.  118.         (c)  1  Ph.  737. 
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1863. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  j„re 

Mamcrbster 
This  is  a  petition  presented  under  the  statute  of  52nd   New  College. 

3f  Geo^3f  c.  101,  by  twenty  persons,  who  are  some  of  jipril  13. 
the  trustees  of  the  charity  called  "The  Manchester  New 
College/'  praying  a  declaration  that  it  will  be  for  the 
benefit  of  the  institution  that  it  should  be  established  in 
London  as  a  theological  institution,  for  the  purposes  for 
which  it  was  originally  founded,  and  to  be  in  connection 
with  University  College,  London  ;  and  that  notwithstand- 
ing such  removal,  the  rents  of  the  property  belonging 
to  the  charity  may  be  paid  by  the  trustees  as  the  com- 
mittee shall  direct,  and,  if  necessary,  for  a  scheme  for 
the  future  management  of  the  charity.  The  charity  was 
established  in  the  year  1786.  It  is  so  constituted,  that 
every  annual  subscriber  of  two  guineas  and  upwards, 
and  every  donor  of  20Z.  and  upwards  become  trustees, 
who  conduct  its  affairs  by  a  committee  elected  from 
themselves.  The  charity  is  possessed  of  considerable 
property,  part  of  which,  consisting  of  certain  estates 
in  Yorkshire,  is  vested  in  William  Rayner  Wood  and 
about  twenty  other  persons,  in  trust  for  the  institution, 
and  also  of  600/.  three  and  a  quarter  per  cent.  Bank 
Reduced  Annuities,  standing  in  the  names  of  William 
Rayner  Wood  and  two  other  gentlemen,  and  3,700/.  in 
debentures  in  the  names  of  Mr.  Turner  and  Mr.  William 
Rayner  Wood.  Mr.  W.  Rayner  Wood  is  also  one  of  the 
committee  of  management  and  one  of  the  Respondents 
to  this  petition.  In  February  last,  when  this  petition 
was  presented,  the  number  of  trustees  was  195.  To 
each  of  them  was  sent  a  circular,  requesting  an  opinion 
as  to  the  propriety  or  expediency  of  transferring  the 
charity  to  London.  To  this  application,  fifty-five  appear 
to  have  sent  no  answer.  Of  the  remaining  144,  141 
approved  the  transfer,  and  three  disapproved,  one  of 

whom 
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1863.       whom  also  approved  of  the  opposition  of  Mr.  Wi 
^"^^^^^      and  has  taken  an  active  part  in  opposing  this  petitioi 
Manchester  I^  ^^^  question  which  I  have  to  decide  had  depende^^^ 
New  College,   ypon  whether  it  would  be  advantageous  to  this  institus.^  . 
tion,  that  it  should  be  transferred  to  London,  it  wouldK:^  '. 
undoubtedly^  be  a   circumstance  having  great  weigh.tfr'l 
with  mCy  that  only  four  out  of  so  numerous  a  body  od^ 
trustees  should   have  thought  proper  to  express  theiS^ 
dissent  to  the  project,  and  that  only  two  of  them  should  JC 
have  offered  active  opposition  to  the  proposed  scheme^^  . 
The  pointy  however,  which  I  have  to  decide  is  not  affected  t 
by  the  question  of  expediency,  but  depends  upon  th . 
question,  whether  the  proposed  transfer  is  in  accordanc 
with  the  views  and  objects  of  the  original  founders  an 
the  laws  which  they  have  established  for  the  regulatio 
of  the  charity.  The  Petitioners  contend,  that  the  majorit 
of  the  trustees  can,  according  to  the  original  and  fundc 
mental  laws  of  the  institution,  determine  in  what  plac 
it  shall  be  carried  on.    The  Respondents  dispute  th= 
proposition,  and  contend,  that  the  charity  was  establishe 
for  the  benefit  of  Manchester  and  the  northern  parts  <^f 

England,  and  that  to  remove  it  from  Manchester  is  i  a¥i* 
consistent  with  the  objects  for  which  it  was  founded,  ai^B^  nd 
is  not  warranted  by  any  of  the  laws  by  which  it  must '  -^ 
governed. 

To  determine  this  question,  it  is  necessary  to  examis  m  -^^^^ 
the  origin  of  the  institution,  and  to  consider  the  doci  ^i^^^ 
ments  of  foundation  and  the  laws  then  established  f»% 
its  regulation  and  management.     But  before  doing  s^ 
I  must  notice  a  preliminary   objection   taken  by  tH-^ 
Respondents  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  by  who:  ^^^ 
it  is  contended,  that  the  relief  prayed  by  this  petitic^  ^ 
does  not  lie  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  62r^  - 
Geo.  3,  c.    101,  as  they  have  been  construed  by  tW-^ 
decisions  in  Chancery  and  in  the  House  of  Lords.   Tf 

wor^^     ' 
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words  of  the  statute  would  appear  to  be  comprehensive 
enough  to  include  this  case,  unless  it  is  prevented  by  the 
construction  put  upon  them  by  reported  decisions.  The  Manchester 
words  are  these : — "  In  every  case  of  a  breach  of  any  New  College, 
trusty  or  supposed  breach  of  any  trust,  created  for 
charitable  purposes,  or  whenever  the  direction  or  order 
of  a  Court  of  Equity  shall  be  deemed  necessary  for  the 
Gidministration  of  any  trust  for  charitable  purposes.*' 

It  is  impossible,  it  should  seem,  to  use  wider  expres- 
sions; and  unless  therefore  the  natural  effect  of  them  is 
controled  by  the  decisions  of  the  Court,  I  should  not 
entertain  any  doubt  that  they  comprise  this  case. 

I  think  it  unnecessary  to  go,  in  detail,  through  all  the 
authorities  which  relate  to  the  jurisdiction  to  be  exercised 
under  this  statute  {a).  The  narrow  limits  originally  im- 
posed by  the  earlier  authorities  have  been  relaxed  by 
some  later  ones.  It  may,  however,  I  think  be  said,  that 
the  decided  cases  have  cut  down  the  operation  of  the 
general  words  of  the  act  to  cases  which  arise  between 
the  trustees  and  cestuis  que  trust  of  the  charity,  and  that 
even  in  cases  of  this  latter  description,  the  Court  must 
exercise  a  discretion,  as  to  whether  the  act  can  be  ap- 
plied with  advantage  to  the  charity.  In  the  Attorney^ 
General  v.  The  Bishop  of  Worcester  (Jb)^  Lord  Justice 
Turner  seems  to  have  been  of  opinion,  that  the  act 
might,  at  all  events,  be  safely  resorted  to,  in  all  cases 
where  no  separate  and  conflicting  interests  existed 
between  the  objects  of  the  charity,  and  where  therefore 
the  Attorney-General  represents  them  all.  I  concur  with 
that  observation,  but  without  saying  any  more  than  that 
learned  Judge  has  done,  that  the  statute  is  to  be  confined 

to  such  cases. 

Applying 

(a)  See  the  cases  collected,  14  Beav.  120,  n.        (6)  9  Hare,  328. 
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« 
1863.  Applying  these  obsenrations  to  the  present  casCi  it  ^ 

''^-^^^      manifest,  that  this  is  not  one  in  which  any  questic^i^ <^ 

MANCHBtTBR  <^>^ses  betwccn  the  trustees  and  strangers ;  neither  is 

New  CoUegv.  one  where  the  objects  of  the  charity  have  separate  airi^  1 

conflicting  interests.     No  discovery  is  v^anted,  no  breach  -^^ 

of  trust  is  complained  of,  no  question  of  property  <^ 

liability  to  account  is  to  be  hostilely  discussed,  eith^ 

between  the  charity  and  strangers,  or  between  differec^ 

sections  of  the  cestuis  que  trust  interested  in  the  charitj 

but  it  is  a  case,  where  the  direction  of  the  Court  is 

quired  for  the  administration  of  the  trusts  of  the  institi 

tion.  To  compel  parties  to  file  an  information,  for  such         g^K) 

purpose  and  in  such  circumstances,  would  be  to  put  tH^K     h 

charity  and  the  persons  interested  in  its  funds  to  a  uselc— l— ^^aai 

and  wanton  expense.     It  has  been  urged,  that  I  ought 

allow  this  objection,  because  it  has  been  held,  that 

appeal  lies  from  an  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rol 

upon  a  petition  under  this  act,  except  to  the  House 

Lords.    I  do  not  adopt  that  view.    In  all  cases,  wheth 

an  appeal  lie  to  one  tribunal  or  to  more  than  one,  or 

none,  it  is  alike  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  ascertain  C 

facts,  and  to  weigh  the  reasons  on  both  sides  with 

utmost  care,  with  a  view  to  administer  justice  to  all  i 

parties  concerned;  and  when  the  Court  sees  its 

clearly  to  its  conclusion,  it  is  bound  to  act  upon  it, 

gardle8s  of  the  consequences.     I  am  of  opinion,  up 

the  fullest  consideration  that  I  can  give,  that  this  iai 

case  in  which  the  Court  has  jurisdiction,  and  I  cane 

shrink  from  exercising  it,  from  any  motives  of  delica^ 

which  might  dispose  me  to  wish,  that  no  decision 

mine  should  be  incapable  of  being  reviewed  by  the 

Chancellor  or  by  the  Lords  Justices  of  Appeal. 

Recurring  to  the  principal  question,  it  is  necessary    ^ 
examine  into  the  circumstances  and  documents  of  f 

origi*^  ^ 
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original  foundation  of  the  institution,  which  are  peculiar       1853. 
and  unusual.  ''^^'-'^^ 

Jiir» 
Makchbstbr 
In  ordinary  cases,  some  will  or  deed  of  foundation  or  ^«^  College. 

charter  of  incorporation  exists,  by  referring  to  which  and 
ascertaining  the  meaning  of  the  words  there  used,  the 
question  may  be  determined.  In  cases  where  the  original 
instrument  of  foundation  has  been  lost,  the  intention  of 
the  original  founders  must  be  inferred,  as  well  as  it  can 
be,  by  the  practice  which  has  regulated  the  proceedings  of 
the  charity.  In  the  present  case,  no  such  document  exists 
in  the  shape  of  any  will  or  deed  or  charter,  but  the  only 
document  or  instrument  of  foundation  which  exists, 
from  whence  the  conclusions  which  are  to  govern  this 
que&tion  are  to  be  drawn,  consists  of  the  report  of  the 
proceedings  of  certain  persons,  assembled  at  a  meeting 
held  on  the  22nd  of  February ^  1786,  printed  and  dis- 
tributed by  the  authority  of  the  meeting,  and  authen- 
ticated by  the  signature  of  the  chairman. 

In  order  fully  to  understand  and  appreciate  its 
character  and  effect,  it  is  necessary  to  refer  to  the 
circumstances  which  gave  rise  to  it.  In  Juty^  1754,  an 
academy  had  been  founded  for  the  education  of  youth 
belonging  to  the  class  or  religious  denomination  of 
English  Presbyterian  Protestant  Dissenters.  It  was 
established  at  Warrington  in  Lancashire^  as  a  temporary 
settlement,  where  it  was  carried  on  for  some  years,  but 
was  discontinued  in  the  early  part  of  1783.  Some 
attempts  were  made  to  revive  it  in  1784  and  1785, 
which  failed  of  effect.  And  on  the  7th  February^  1786, 
forty-five  gentlemen  signed  and  presented  an  address  to 
the  Rev.  Dr.  Barnes  and  the  Rev.  Mr.  Harrison^  two 
gentlemen  of  distinction,  residing  at  Manchester^  and 
belonging  to  the  class  of  Dissenters  I  have  mentioned. 
In  this  address,  the  gentlemen  whose  names  were  sub- 
scribed 
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1853.  scribed  to  it,  after  lamenting  the  dissolution  of  the 
^■^"^^^^^  Warrington  academy,  and  their  persuasion,  that  an  in- 
MANCHE6TBR  stitutiou  on  the  same  liberal  principles  might  be  esta- 
New  College,  blished  at  Manchester^  united  in  requesting  Dr.  Barnes 
and  Mr.  Harrison  to  engage  in  this  undertaking,  and  to 
give  their  final  decision  at  the  meeting  to  be  held  on  the 
22nd  of  February  then  instant.  Accordingly,  at  the 
meeting  so  held,  Dr.  Barnes  and  Mr.  Harrison  delivered 
an  answer,  in  writing,  to  this  address,  in  which,  after 
stating  that  they  had  maturely  considered  the  proposal, 
and  that  they  were  persuaded  there  was  much  need  of 
such  an  institution  in  that  part  of  England^  they  ex- 
pressed themselves  willing  to  devote  their  abilities  to  a 
service  so  nearly  connected  with  the  interests  of  learning, 
of  virtue,  and  of  religion.  The  meeting  thereupon 
passed  certain  resolutions,  which,  together  with  the 
address  to  Dr.  Barnes  and  Mr.  Harrison  and  the 
answer  of  those  gentlemen,  is  set  forth  in  this  report 
The  report  itself  is  of  this  character : — It  opens  with  a 
statement  of  the  agreement  to  establish  an  academy  in 
Manchester^  and  the  object  of  the  institution.  It  then 
states,  in  the  three  following  sections,  the  reasons  for 
placing  it  at  Manchester:  it  then  proceeds  to  set  forth 
seventeen  resolutions,  framed  for  the  constitution  and 
regulation  of  the  institution.  These  appear  to  me  to  be 
three  separate  and  distinct  portions  of  the  report.  The 
first  paragraph  states  the  object  to  be  the  establishment 
of  an  academy,  on  a  plan  afibrding  afull  and  systematic 
course  of  education  for  divines ;  and  preparatory  instruc- 
tion for  the  other  learned  professions,  as  well  as  for  civil 
and  commercial  life;  and  it  states,  that  it  would  be  open 
to  young  men  of  every  religious  denomination,  from 
whom  no  test  or  confession  of  faith  would  be  required. 

Notwithstanding  that   this  is   the  statement  of  an 
agreement,  that  an  academy  should  be  established  at 

Manchester^ 
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Manchester,  the  passages  I  am  next  about  to  refer  to, 

lead  me  to  the  conclusion,  that  there  were  two  distinct 

In  re 
things  in  the  minds  of  the  founders  at  this  time :  first|   Makcbbstbr 

the   establishment  of  the  academy,  and  secondly,  the   New  College. 
place  where  it  was  to  be  situated. 

The  object  was  universal,  and  the  primary  part  of 
which  seems  to  have  been  to  afford  a  systematic  course 
of  education  for  divines,  and  the  secondary  part  of  it 
to  aflford  preparatory  instructions  for  other  learned  pro- 
fessions, as  well  as  for  civil  and  commercial  life,  and 
the  whole  institution  was  especially  devoted  for  the  pur- 
pose of  affording  these  advantages  to  the  class  or  de- 
nomination of  persons  commonly  called  English  Pres- 
byterian Protestant  Dissenters. 

The  next  question  was,  where  it  was  to  be ;  the  rea- 
sons for  placing  it  at  Manchester  are  three : — 

1.  That  no  place  of  education  for  youth,  on  the  libe- 
ral and  extensive  plan  proposed,  existed  within  the  dis- 
tance of  more  than  lOU  miles ;  that  the  great  populous- 
ness  of  this  vicinage,  the  opulence  of  the  inhabitants, 
the  number  and  respectability  of  the  Dissenters,  and  the 
increasing  taste  for  learning,  insure  both  adequate  sup- 
port and  a  constant  succession  of  pupils. 

2.  That  the  town  is  remarkable  for  a  well  regulated 
police,  and  for  a  serious  attention  to  the  duties  of  public 
worship,  and  that  the  industry,  ingenuity  and  enter- 
prising spirit  which  characterized  the  people,  cannot  fail 
to  influence  by  example,  and  may  catch  the  minds  of 
youth  by  a  surer  and  powerful  sympathy ;  that  Man- 
chester contains  one  of  the  largest  public  libraries  in  the 
kingdom,  to  which  access  may  be  had  at  all  stated 
times ;  that  the  library  and  philosophical  society  have 
avowed  a  generous  zeal  to  foster  rising  genius,  to  incite 

emulation. 
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1863.       emulation,  and  to  give  energy  to  the  powers  of  the  hu 
^^^-"^      man  mind  by  calling  them  forth  into  early  exertions 
Makchestbr  ^^^  ^^^^  >^  °^^y  b^  presumed,  they  will  admit  the  senic 
New  Collegf .  academics  to  attend  their  more  instructive  discussions . 
that  another  institution  established  here  may  fumis. 
opportunities  for  acquiring  both  the  practical  and  the 
retic  knowledge  of  chemistry,  anatomy,  physiology,  anj 
other  branches  of  science,  to  which  students  of  medicio 
may  add  attendance  at  the  hospital ;  that  able  mastec 
of  French,  Italian,  music,  writing,  drawing,  and  met 
chants'  accounts,  are  settled  in  the  town,  and  that  the 
several  means  of  improvement  lie  within   so  small 
compass,  as  to  be  perfectly  compatible  with  each  othe 


3.  That  Dr.  Barnes  and  Mr.  Harrison  had  been  i 
duced  to  undertake  the  conduct  of  the  academy: 
in  this  section  are  then  set  forth  the  address  to  th 
gentlemen,  and  their  written  answer,  to  which  I  ha-"" 
already  referred. 


The  reasons  so  given  for  selecting  Manchester  as 
spot  where  it  was  to  be  placed,  appear  to  me  to  poi 
not  to  the  conferring  of  a  benefit  on  that  town,  or  ev< 
on  that  district,  but  because  the  establishment  of  it 
Manchester f  or  in  that  neighbourhood,  would  condu 
much  to  the  success  of  the  institution.   Thus  the  reasoi 
stated  in  the  first  section  are,  that  as  there  is  no  such  e: 
tablishment  within  100  miles,  and  as  there  are  many  Dii 
senters  inhabiting  that  neighbourhood,  adequate  suppoi 
and  a  constant  succession  of  pupils,  may  be  expec 
that  is,  the  support  of  the  academy,  not  the  benefit 
the  neighbourhood,  is  the  leading  motive  here  expresse* 
The  second  section  is  still  stronger.  The  police,  the  ch 
racter  of  the  inhabitants,  the  facilities  afforded  for  tl 
acquisition  of  literary  attainments,  of  scientific  kno' 
ledge,  and  of  modern   languages,  are  all  selected, 

showii 
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showing  the  advantages  which  the  institution  itself  would  1853. 
derive  from  the  neighbourhood ,  but  none  of  them  show  ^^-^^/-^^ 
any  intention  to  benefit  the  neighbourhood  by  the  esta-  Manchester 
blishment  of  the  institution  in  that  spotor  in  that  vicinity.  New  College. 
The  third  reason  is  also  obviously,  as  I  think,  pointed  in 
the  same  direction.  To  ensure  the  success  of  such  an  aca- 
demy, it  was,  above  all  things,  essential  to  secure  the  as- 
sistance of  eminent  Presbyterian  divines,  in  conducting 
the  institution.  Dr.  Barnes  and  Mr.  Harrison  were  well 
fitted  for  this  purpose,  but  these  gentlemen  resided  at 
Manchester.  In  order  to  insure  their  co-operation,  the 
academy  must  be  brought  to  them,  and  consequently, 
their  assistance  is  mentioned  in  the  third  section,  as 
strongly  supporting  the  expediency  of  establishing  the 
institution  in  that  part  o(  England.  And  this  reason, 
so  urged,  is  the  more  important,  because  it  is  impossible 
to  read  the  history  of  this  institution,  and  not  to  ob- 
serve, that  its  success  has  mainly  depended,  and  must 
probably  hereafter  mainly  depend,  upon  the  peculiar 
fitness  and  competence  of  the  gentlemen  who  may  be 
selected,  as  the  head  of  the  establishment,  to  conduct 
the  religious  instruction. 

It  is  urged,  with  truth,  that  the  universality  of  the  • 

object  of  a  charity  does  not  prevent  the  benefit  of  some 
particular  place  or  neighbourhood  being  a  leading  ob- 
ject of  the  institution ;  as,  for  instance,  the  formation  of 
a  grammar-school,  which  may  be  accessible  to  all  per- 
sonSf  though,  even  in  these  cases,  there  ai^  usually 
local  advantages  conferred  upon  persons  residing  in  the 
immediate  neighbourhood  which  marks  this  object.  But 
here,  besides  the  universality  of  the  object,  which  is 
plainly  intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  kingdom, 
so  far  as  the  training  of  persons  for  the  sacred  ministry 
is  concerned,  and  besides  the  absence  of  all  local  advan- 
tages to  persons  residing  in  the  neighbourhood,  the 

VOL.  XVI.  s  s  place 
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1853.       place  where  it  is  situated  is  referred  to  only  as  a  m 
^■^v-w'      for  securing  the  success  of  the  undertaking.     Up 
Manchester  ^^'^  point,  therefore,  of  the  report,  I  am  of  opinion,  tl 
New  College,   the  object  expressed  by  the  founders  of  the  charity 
the  establishment  of  an  academy,  for  affording  a 
and  systematic  course  of  education,  as  above  describ 
and  that  the  establishment  of  it  in  Manchester  was 
an  accessory  only,  because  that  place  was  conside 
most  favourable  to  the  undertaking. 

The  rest  of  the  report  must  be  examined,  in  ordei 
ascertain  whether  it  alters  the  conclusion  drawn  fc- 
the  portions  on  which  1  have  commented.     This 
sists  of  the  seventeen  resolutions  come  to  for  the 
pose  of  constituting  and  managing  the  institution  ; 
first  states,  that  this  is  an  attempt  to  establish  a 
nary  of  learning,  similar  in  its  objects  and  in  its  p' 
to  the  late  Warrington  academy.     This  does  not  go 
because  it  uses  the  word  *'  similar"  only ;  but  as  far  i 
has  any  reference  to  the  subject  before  me,  it  is  favc 
able  to  the  case  of  the  Petitioners,  inasmuch  as  it  is  • 
tain  that  the  Warrington  academy,  although  foun 
to  provide  like  instruction,  was  not  limited  to  any  p 
ticular  situation.  The  next  six  resolutions  have  no  be 
ing  on  the  subject.     The  eighth  provides  for  the  ana 
appointment  of  a  committee,  at  a  general  meeting 
the  trustees  to  be  held  at  Manchester  on  the  Wednes^ 
after  the  anniversary  of  the  institution. 

The  ninth  appoints  the  first  committee.     The  tei 
defines  a  trusted.     The  eleventh  provides  for  the  rec 
neration  of  Dr.  Barnes  and  Mr.  Harrison.     The  tweB-  ^^ 
authorizes  the  committee  to  obtain  subscriptions  for    ^^^     ® 
establishment  and   support  of  the   institution,  call*  ^^^ 
it   by   the   name   of  the   Manchester  Academy.    '^%^  "^ 
thirteenth  provides  for  making  application   for  as^5  ^^' 
ance  to  further  the  object  of  the  institution.    The  fo^^''' 
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teenth  provides  for  the  erection  of  suitable  buildings.  1853. 
The  fifteenth  is  in  these  words  : — "  That  these  constitu-  ^-^v^^/ 
tions  and  regulations  shall  not  be  altered,  but  by  a  majo-  Manchester 
rity  of  voteSy  taken  by  ballot,  at  the  annual  meeting  of  New  College, 
the  trustees;  and  that  after  the  experience  of  three  years, 
they  shall  undergo  a  due  revisal,  and  then  be  established 
into  a  code  of  laws,  not  alterable  but  by  the  votes  of 
three-fourths  of  the  trustees  present  at  their  annual  meet- 
ing." The  sixteenth  approves  of  a  similar  institution  in 
the  neighbourhood  of  London ;  and  the  seventeenth  and 
last  requests  the  committee  to  announce  to  the  public 
the  institution  of  the  academy,  and  to  print  and  distri- 
bute a  report  of  the  proceedings  of  the  present  meeting, 
aathenticated  by  the  signature  of  the  chairman,  which 
was  accordingly  done  in  the  document  I  am  considering. 
The  only  two  circumstances  in  these  resolutions  which 
appear  to  militate  against  the  conclusion  I  have  come 
to  on  the  former  part  of  the  report,  are,  that  in  the 
eighth,  the  annual  general  meetings  are  directed  to  be 
held  at  Manchester y  and  that,  in  the  twelfth,  the  institu- 
tion is  termed  the  Manchester  Academy.  The  former 
is,  in  my  opinion,  a  trifling  circumstance.  It  was  ob- 
vious, that  the  general  meetings  must  be  held  in  some 
appointed  place,  and  the  circumstance  of  appointing 
Manchester  for  that  purpose,  does  not,  in  my  opinion, 
fix  it  irrevocably  to  that  spot. 

The  name  Manchester  Academy  is  more  important, 
bat  this  is  not  sufficient  to  control  what,  in  my  estima- 
tion, is  the  conclusion  to  which  the  rest  of  the  report 
leads.  Assuming  that  Manchester  and  its  vicinity  was 
not  intended  to  be  specially  benefited  above  other  parts 
of  the  kingdom,  it  would  still  have  been  necessary  to 
give  the  institution  a  name.  The  obvious  and  best 
name  that  could  be  selected  would  be,  to  designate  it 
by  the  place  where  it  was  situated,  even  though  it  were 

s  s  2  intended 
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ISft}.        intended  to  establish  it  there  only  temporarily.     Th _^^ 

'*^^'^^*'       the  academy  at  Warrington  was  called  the  Warringt 
Manchester   Academy,  although  it  was  unquestionably  placed  thi 
New  College.  ^  ^  temporary  settlement  only.     But  the  eflFect  of  th( 
expressions,  even  if  they  were  more  conclusive  thi 
they  appear  to  me  to  be,  would  be  neutralized  by 
fifteenth  resolution,  which  provides  for  the  alteration, 
the  trustees,  of  these  very  resolutions  and  constituuoi 
as  they  are  termed.    The  meaning  of  which  I  und 
stand  to  be  this : — that  the  original  scope  and  object 


the  institution  (viz.  the  providing  a  systematic  coars^^  ^^s  of 
education  as  above  described),  is  not  to  be  altered;  IKzi^Kq^ 
that  the  constitutions  and  resolutions  carrying  that  obp   m     cot 
into  effect  are  (subject  to  the  instructions  imposed  by 

this  fifteenth  resolution)    liable  to  alteration   by    -O^Ctie 
trustees,  in  such  manner  as  they  shall  consider  irm.^^mD6t 
conducive  to  the  main  scope  and  object  of  the  origEscnial 
design.     And  by  a  subsequent  resolution,   passedL  on 

the  11th  of  May,  1786,  it  was  resolved :—"  That  if, 
from  unforeseen  circumstances,  this  institution  shall  ^  i° 
the  opinion  of  the  trustees,  present  at  two  success  ^ '^^ 
meetings  formally  convened  with  an  interval  of  at  1^^^*^ 
fourteen  days,  cease  to  answer  the  valuable  purpo^^^ 
for  which  it  has  been  established,  the  remaining  j>^^^ 
perty  shall  be  divided  amongst  the  remaining  b^^-*®" 
factors  and  their  legal  representatives,  in  proportiom  ^ 
their  benefactions,  provided  the  same  be  claimed  witt^  *' 
one  year  after  such  determination  of  the  trustees." 

The  result,  therefore,  to  which  I  have  come,  uf^^ 
the  examination  of  this  report  (the  only  instruments- 
foundation)  is,  that  the  placing  of  the  institution. 
Manchester  was  not  one  of  the   main  objects  of    "^ 
charity,  but  that  it  was  accessory  only,  and  subservi^ 
to  the  carrying  into  effect  that  which  is  expressed 
be  its  main  scope  and  object.    The  subsequent  co«^ 
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oF  proceeding  and  practice  of  the  institution  confirm  my        1853. 
opinioni  drawn  from  the  document  on  which  I  have 
commented. 


In  re 

Manchbster 

New  College. 


Thus,  on  the  retirement  of  Dr.  Barnes,  a  general 
meetiDg  of  the  trustees  was  summoned  for  July,  )797, 
tx>  consider  whether  the  seminary  could  be  continued 
uuider  the  then  existing  circumstances,  beyond  Mid- 
mummer,  1798y  or  whether  the  funds  could  be  applied 
more  advantageously  in  any  other  situation.  It  is  ob- 
vious, that  the  committee  who  called  that  meeting  con- 
sidered that,  consistently  with  the  original  object  of  the 
institution,  the  funds  might  be  advantageously  applied 
for  the  same  purposes  in  a  situation  other  than  that  of 
Jkfanchester.  After  some  discussion,  and  under  the 
Baperintendence  of  the  Rev.  George  Walker,  the  insti- 
tution was  continued  at  Manchester  till  1803,  when  Mr. 
Walker  resigned.  The  same  difficulty  was  again  felt, 
of  getting  a  proper  person  to  conduct  the  establishment, 
eind  much  discussion  took  place,  which  finally  led  to  its 
removal  to  York,  in  order  that,  by  this  means,  the  super- 
i  ntendence  of  the  Rev.  Mr.  Wellbeloved,  who  resided 
i  n  that  city,  might  be  obtained.  At  this  time  (being 
MduI  sixteen  years  after  the  original  foundation  of  the 
institution)  many  of  the  original  subscribers  and  trustees 
Knust  have  been  alive;  and  yet  it  is  impossible  to  read 
9:he  documents,  which  show  the  discussions  which  oc- 
crurred  as  to  the  places  to  which  the  institution  might  be 
ttiemoved,  and  the  resolutions  passed,  without  coming  to 
Khe  conclusion,  that,  at  least  in  the  estimation  of  the 
Kben  existing  trustees,  the  leading  object  of  the  institu- 
tion was  the  education  of  young  men  for  the  sacred 
ittninistry,  and  that  the  spot  where  the  institution  was  to 
ftje  placed  was  but  a  secondary  and  subordinate  consi- 
c3leration.  Accordingly,  the  propriety  of  selecting  Bir- 
mmingiam,  Leeds  or  York,  was  discussed,  solely  with  the 

view 
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1853.  view  of  ascertaining  which  of  those  places  would  best 
^*T^^^^^  promote  the  design  of  the  institution.  And  it  is  mani- 
Manchester  fest,  that  SO  important  was  it  considered,  for  the  success 
New  College,  ^f  ^j^^  charity,  to  procure  the  services  of  some  eminent 
divine,  that  the  attainment  of  that  object  would,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  then  existing  trustees,  have  justified  the 
removal  of  the  academy  to  any  part  of  the  kingdom. 
It  was  with  this  view,  that  the  removal  took  place  to 
York.  At  Yorky  it  seems  to  have  flourished  much,  under 
the  care  of  the  Rev.  Mr.  Wellbeloved,  and  acquired  some 
valuable  property.  On  the  retirement  of  that  gentleman, 
in  1839,  the  academy  was  brought  back  to  Manchester, 
not,  as  it  appears  to  me,  with  any  view  of  rectifying  a 
breach  of  trust  supposed  to  have  been  occasioned  by  its 
transfer  to  York,  but  because  it  was  considered,  by  the 
majority  of  the  trustees,  after  considerable  doubt  and 
discussion,  that  it  would  flourish  best  in  that  neighbour- 
hood. This  practice  was  consistent  with  what  I  believe, 
from  the  documents  before  me,  to  have  been  the  origi- 
nal design  of  the  institution,  which,  I  again  repeat  and 
which  should  always  be  borne  in  mind,  was  to  train 
young  men  of  the  denomination  of  Dissenters  to  the 
sacred  ministry.  And  it  is  my  opinion,  that  the  selec- 
tion of  any  situation,  and  the  adoption  of  any  course  of 
instruction  that  would  best  accomplish  that  end,  was 
within  the  powers  confided  to  the  trustees  for  the  time 
being  by  the  original  founders. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  in  my  opinion,  it  is  in  the 
power  of  the  trustees,  without  any  breach  of  duty,  to 
transfer  this  institution,  from  time  to  time,  to  such 
places  as  shall,  in  their  opinion,  fairly  and  reasonably 
exercised  after  due  investigation,  be  best  calculated  to 
further  the  object  for  which  it  was  founded.  The  case 
has  not  been  argued  before  me  on  the  ground  that  the 
transfer  to  London  is  a  corrupt  exercise  of  that  power 

by 
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by  the  trnsteesi  nor  could  it,  on  the  existing  facts,  have  1863. 
been  so  argued.  The  trustees  have,  in  my  opinion,  a  ^-•^•^^ 
discretion  reposed  in  them,  which  it  is  their  duty  to  ex-  Manchester 
ercise  in  the  manner  they  consider  to  be  most  advan-  New  College, 
tageous  to  this  institution.  And  although  this  Court 
might  interfere  to  restrain  a  corrupt  or  plainly  self- 
destructive  exercise  of  that  discretion,  no  such  case  is 
laid  before  me.  Both  the  Petitioners  and  the  Respon- 
dents have  been,  as  I  believe,  actuated  by  a  lon&fide 
desire  to  discharge  their  duty  in  the  course  they  have 
adopted.  I  abstain,  therefore,  from  expressing  my  opi- 
nion as  to  the  propriety  of  the  course  which  the  trustees 
propose  to  adopt.  It  is  obvious  that  they  have,  or  can 
procure,  better  means  of  judging  of  that  subject  than 
the  Court  could  do,  even  if  that  point  were  properly 
before  it;  and  it  is  also  clear,  that  a  large  majority  of 
the  trustees  actively  approve  of  the  proposed  transfer, 
and  that  only  three  or  four  actively  disapprove  of  it. 
That  question,  however,  I  repeat,  does  not  come  before 
me.  All  that  I  decide  is,  that  the  course  which  the 
trustees  propose  to  adopt,  lies  within  the  scope  of  their 
.  power  and  authority,  and  that  it  is  consistent  with  the 
original  object  for  which  the  charity  was  founded,  and 
that  in  taking  this  course,  they  appear  to  me  to  be  ani- 
mated by  a  sincere  desire  properly  to  discharge  the 
duties  reposed  in  them. 

I  propose,  therefore,  to  dispose  of  the  present  petition, 
by  making  a  declaration  to  this  effect,  viz. : — Declare, 
that  it  is  consistent  with  the  original  scope  and  object  of 
this  institution  that  the  same  should  be  transferred  to 
lAmdon,  or  to  such  other  place  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
majority  of  the  trustees,  for  the  time,  being,  shall  be  best 
calculated  to  advance  the  objects  and  design  of  the 
institution.  And  that  it  is  in  the  power  of  the  majority 
of  the  trustees,  for  the  time  being,  to  transfer  the  same 

accordingly, 
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1863.  accordingly,  and  to  apply  the  rents,  interest  and  income 
^'^^^'^^  of  the  property  held  in  trust  for  the  said  institution,  ac — 
MANCHnTER  cording  to  the  directions  of  the  committee  of 
New  College,  ment,  notwithstanding  such  transfer.  Probably  this  de 
claration  will  be  sufficient  to  induce  Mr.  WilUam  Raym 
Wood  to  pay  over  the  income  he  receives,  as  he  ha; 
been  used  to  do,  according  to  the  direction  of  the  com^ 
mittee  appointed  by  the  trustees.  But  if  desired,  and  ft^ 
it  be  considered  to  be  any  indemnity  to  him  and  the  otb^^ 
trustees  of  that  property,  I  will  make  an  order  to  thi 
effect.  This  was,  in  my  opinion,  a  proper  question  to 
submitted  to  the  decision  of  the  Court,  and  I  am  of  o] 
nion,  therefore,  that  the  costs  both  of  the  Petitioners 
of  the  Respondents,  as  between  solicitor  and  client,  shoii^^ 
be  paid  out  of  the  funds  of  the  charity ;  but  they  mi^ 
be  paid  out  of  the  income,  and  not  out  of  the  capita.: 
belonging  to  it. 


Jd 
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ROCHDALE  Canal  Company  v.  KING. 

X>Y    the   Rochdale  Canal    Company   Act  (a),   it 
"^  enacted,  **  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  owb-^ 


March  \,  2, 

3,4. 

April  \^. 

By  a  canal  act, 
mill  owners 
were  em- 
powered to  use  Qf  anv  lands  within  the  distance  of  twenty  yards  k* 
the  canal  water  *'  t 

merely  for  the  said  canal,  to  take  water  from  the  canal  for  the  » 
**  condensing"  «,.-«. 

steam.     In  P^''^' 

1829,  King,  {a)  34  Geo,  3,  c.  Ixxviii. 

being  about  to 

erect  a  mill,  applied  to  the  company  for  leave  to  take  water  for  "  generating"*  as  % 
as  "  condensing."  The  company  did  not  appear  to  have  refused  the  applica:ion,  fl 
the  pipes  were  laid  down  in  the  presence  of  their  engineers.  The  mill  beiiij  built 
the  principle  of  using  the  canal  waters  for  both  purposes,  and  having  been  used  in  S 
way  down  to  the  present  time,  this  Court,  although  the  company's  right  had  3een  e-^ 
blished  at  law,  held,  that  they  were  bound  by  their  acquiescence,  and  refused  aperpe ' 
injunction  to  restrain  King  from  taking  water  for  the  purpose  of  *•  generating  '  ste^ 

An  injunction  was  however  granted  as  to  another  mill,  acquiescence  and  eicoui 
raent  on  the  part  of  the  company  not  having  been  established. 

Of  the  two  objects  of  a  bill,  one  succeeded  and  the  other  failed.     The  cost» 
being  easily  separable,  a  decree  was  made  without  costs  on  either  side. 
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purpose  of  condensing  the  steam  used  for  the  working 
of  any  such  engines/'  i.  e.  for  steam  engines  used  in 
manufactories  adjoining  the  canal.  The  Defendants, 
and  the  other  mill-owners  on  the  banks  of  the  canal, 
used  low-pressure  engines,  in  which  the  water  used  for 
condensing  the  steam,  is  usually  employed  to  feed  the 
boiler  for  generating  fresh  steam. 

Two  mills  of  the  Defendant  were  erected  by  James 
Kinff,  the  father  of  the  Defendant;  one  in  1829,  and  the 
other  in  1841.  While  constructing  the  former,  King 
made  a  written  application  to  the  company  for  leave  to 
use  the  water,  both  for  generating  and  condensing 
steam.  The  company's  engineer  attended  to  see  the 
pipes  introduced  into  the  canal  without  injury. 

The  mills,  however,  being  built,  like  all  the  other 
mills,  upon  the  principle  of  using  the  canal  water  for 
both  purposes,  James  King  conUnued  to  use  it  for  gene- 
rating and  condensing  steam,  and  also  for  making  sow 
or  size.  In  1838,  formal  notice  was  sent,  by  the  com- 
pany, to  James  King,  that  he  would  not  be  permitted 
to  use  the  water  for  other  than  the  purposes  authorized 
by  the  act. 

In  1841,  he  built  a  second  mill,  and  after  asking 
leave  to  use  the  water  for  "  condensing"  only,  he  used 
it  also  for  generating  as  well  as  condensing  steam,  and 
for  making  sow  or  size,  and  for  heating  the  mill.  The 
company  objected  to  this,  and,  after  some  correspond- 
ence, they,  in  1847,  commenced  an  action,  which  re- 
sulted, in  1851,  in  a  decision,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
that  the  act  allowed  the  use  of  the  water  merely  for  con- 
densing the  steam.  The  company  thereupon  filed  their 
bill  for  a  perpetual  injunction.  The  Defendant  resisted 
it,  on  the  ground  of  acquiescence,  and  on  the  principle 
of  the  PlaintiflTs  standing  by  and  encouraging  the  outlay 

of  money  by  the  Defendant 

Mr. 
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Mr.  John  Baily^  Mr.  Wickens^  and  Mr.  MendaU,  for 
the  Plaintiffs^  cited  Rochdale  Canal  Company  y. 
King  {a);  The  Master,  &c.,  of  Clare  Hall  v.  JBTorrf- 
i^iP)y  Williams  v.  Earl  of  Jersey  (c);  Willan  v.  Wil- 
lan{d);  Duke  of  Devonshire  v.  Eglin(e). 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  J  Mr.  Glasse,  Mr.  «/^  X  jff^  Humphreys^ 
and  Mr.  Spinks,  for  the  Defendants,  cited  2>a7ift  t. 
Spurrier  (/) ;  Powell  v,  Thomas  (g) ;  -4  non.  (A) ;  Gray 
V.  Chaplin{i);  Jones  v.  The  Royal  Canal  Company (il); 
Crraham  v.  The  Birkenhead^  &c..  Company  (Z). 

Mr.  t/bAw  Baily,  in  reply. 

7^  Master  o/*^A«  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


April  14.  TAe  Master  o/*  the  Rolls. 

The  question  in  this  cause  is,  whether  the  Plaintiffs 
are  entitled  to  obtain  an  order  from  this  Court,  to  re- 
strain the  Defendants  from  making  use  of  the  water  of 
the  Rochdale  Canal  for  any,  and,  if  any,  for  what  pur- 
pose, other  than  the  mere  purpose  of  condensing  the 
steam  in  the  steam  engines  used  by  them. 

In  the  year  1794,  the  act  passed  for  making  and 
maintaining  the  Rochdale  Canal.  By  the  1 13th  sectiooi 
after  reciting,  that  whereas  steam  engines  in  manufac- 
tories promoted  the  interest  of  the  canal,  by  the  pay- 
ment of  tolls,  it  was  enacted,  that  it  should  be  lawfal 

"for 


(a)  2  Sim.  (N,  S.)  78. 
(6)  6  Hare,  273. 

(c)  Cr.  if  Phil.  91. 

(d)  l6Ves.72, 

(e)  14  Beav.  530. 
(/)  7  Vet.  231. 


(g)  6  Hare,  300. 
(A)  2  Eq,  Ca.  Abr.  522. 
(i)   2  Rust.  126. 
(k)  2  MoU.  319. 
(/)  2  Mflcn.  4-G.  146;  2  E 
4-  Tio.  450. 
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'*for  the  owners  of  any  lands  within  the  distance  of 
twenty  yards  from  the  said  canal,  to  take  water  from 
the  canal  for  the  sole  purpose  of  condensing  the  steam 
used  for  the  working  of  any  such  engines."  The  De- 
fendants are  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  two  mills 
within  the  limits  prescribed,  on  the  banks  of  the  Rock' 
dale  Canal.  In  steam  engines,  other  than  high  pres- 
sure engines,  used  for  manufacturing  purposes,  a  portion 
of  the  water  used  for  condensing  the  steam  is  com- 
monly employed  to  feed  the  boiler.  A  question  arose 
between  the  Plaintiffs  and  persons  who,  like  the  De- 
fendant, have  mills  worked  by  steam  on  the  banks  of 
the  canal,  whether  this  clause  limited  the  rights  of  the 
mill-owners  to  the  use  of  water  for  condensing  purposes 
only.  The  limited  construction  of  this  clause  has  been 
settled,  by  a  final  decision  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
and  no  question  now  arises  on  this  point.  The  Plaintiffs 
having  obtained  the  decision  at  law  in  their  favour,  filed 
this  bill,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  perpetual  in- 
junction, to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  using  the 
water  for  any  purposes,  other  than  the  exclusive  pur- 
pose of  condensing  steam.  It  is  admitted,  that  the  De- 
fendants, besides  using  the  water  for  condensing  steam, 
have  employed  it  to  feed  the  boiler,  to  warm  the  mill^ 
and  to  make  sow  or  size.  The  Defendants  contend,  that 
they  are  entitled  to  continue  this  practice,  not  by  reason 
of  the  provisions  of  the  act,  but  because  the  Plaintiffs 
have,  not  only  acquiesced  in  their  so  doing,  but  have 
knowingly  permitted  the  Defendants  to  construct  their 
mills,  on  the  principle  of  using  the  water  of  the  canal 
for  other  than  condensing  purposes,  and  that  having 
done  so,  they  cannot  now  complain  of  the  conduct  of 
the  Defendants.  The  principle  on  which  the  Defend- 
ants rely  is  one  often  recognized  by  this  Court,  namely, 
that  if  one  man  stand  by  and  encourage  another, 
though  but  passively,  to  lay  out  money,  under  an  erro- 
neous 
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for  leave  to  do  somethings  which  he  was  not  entitled  to 
demand  under  the  authority  of  the  act,  namely,  to  take 
water  for  steam  and  injection.  That  is,  as  I  read  it, 
an  application  for  permission  to  use  water  for  the  pur- 
pose of  generating  as  well  as  of  condensing  steam. 
The  company,  on  the  receipt  of  this  letter,  by  their 
proper  officer,  wrote  to  Mr.  Robert  Matthews,  the  canal 
engineer  of  the  company,  to  attend  to  this  application, 
which  was  accordingly  done,  and  the  pipes  for  steam 
and  injection  were  accordingly  laid  down.  It  does  not 
appear  that  any  answer  was  given  to  Mr.  King,  inform- 
ing him  that  injection  was  the  sole  purpose  for  which 
he  was  entitled  to  take  water,  and  for  which  it  would 
be  permitted  to  be  taken.  No  entry  or  memorandum 
to  that  effect,  or  leading  to  such  an  inference,  is  to  be 
found  in  the  books  of  the  company. 


1863. 


If  the  matter,  therefore,  remained  here,  I  should  be 
of  opinion,  that  James  King  had  made  an  application  to 
be  allowed  to  use  water  for  authorized  and  unauthorized 
purposes,  and  to  lay  down  pipes  to  effect  this  object ; 
and  that  thereupon,  the  Plaintiffs  had  directed  their  en- 
gineer to  superintend  the  work,  so  far,  at  least,  as  to 
see  that  no  injury  was  done  to  the  canal  in  effecting 
this  object ;  and  if,  from  that  time  till  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  no  active  step  had  been  taken  by 
the  company,  to  interfere  with  or  prevent  James  King 
from  using  the  water  so  taken,  for  the  purposes  of 
steam,  a  clear  case  of  acquiescence  to  that  extent  would, 
in  my  opinion,  have  been  established. 


To  rebut  this,  it  is  urged  by  the  Plaintiffs,  first,  that 
the  inference  which  might  be  drawn  from  the  construc- 
tion of  this  mill  of  the  Defendant,  is  repelled  by  the 
fact,  that  Matthews,  the  engineer,  at  the  time  of  such 
construction,  gave  James  King  distinct  notice,  that  be 

would 
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would  not  be  allowed  water  for  any  but  condensing  pur- 
poses ;  and  secondly,  that  the  effect  of  the  abstinence 
to  take  legal  measures  to  prevent  this  use  of  the  water, 
is  removed  by  the  fact,  that  various  notices  were  sent 
by  the  Plaintiffs  to  the  Defendants,  and  to  the  other 
millowners,  protesting  against  the  unaulhorized  use  of 
water.  On  the  first  point,  it  is  essential  to  read  the  evi- 
dence of  Robert  Matthews.  He  says,  **  I  then  told  him 
he  would  not  be  allowed  to  use  the  water  for  any 
other  purpose  than  condensing  purposes,  except  he 
agreed  with  the  Company.  On  the  19th  March,  1829, 
and  before  I  left  the  premises,  I  made  a  note,  in 
my  memorandum  book,  of  what  I  told  James  King 
the  elder.  I  mad'e  that  note  in  his  presence.  The 
note  is  as  follows: — ^ March  19,  1829. — Put  in  the 
pipes  for  Mr.  James  King^  and  he  was  told,  at  the  same 
time,  that  he  would  not  be  allowed  to  use  the  water  for 
any  other  purpose  but  condensing  purposes.'  The  same 
words  are  repeated  in  ink,  in  my  own  handwriting,  on  the 
same  page  of  said  produced  book.  I  wrote  the  memoran- 
dum in  ink  on  the  night  of  the  same  day,  when  I  got 
home."  I  attach  very  little  value  to  this  evidence.  The 
application  had  been  made  in  writing  to  the  company  for 
water  for  steam,  as  well  as  for  condensing.  The  company, 
in  answer,  do  nothing  except  to  direct  Robert  Matthews 
to  attend  when  the  pipes  are  laid.  Robert  Matthews 
says,  that  he  always  gave  this  information  to  the  mill- 
owners,  and  that  he  did  so  by  the  order  of  the  committee ; 
if  so,  no  trace  has  been  preserved  of  any  writing,  either 
in  or  out  of  the  books  of  the  company,  by  which 
Robert  Matthews  was  ordered  to  give  such  notice ;  he 
does  not  say,  that  he  gave  this  notice  in  consequence  of 
any  special  direction  on  the  particular  occasion  of  James 
King's  application,  but  that*  he  did  so  uniformly  ;  and 
this  is  the  more  worthy  of  notice,  because  the  books  of 
the  company  do  contain  several  entries  on  this  subject, 

such 
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such  as  the  eighth  resolution  of  the  24th  of  February^ 
1820y  and  the  eighth  order  of  the  19th  of  February^ 
1825^  and,  in  addition  to  this,  a  special  order  in  writing, 
from  the  treasurer  to  Robert  Matthetos^  on  the  25th 
of  November^  1811,  '^to  examine  from  whence  Mr. 
William  Sutcliffe  has  his  supply  of  water  for  his  boiler, 
as  the  treasurer  is  apprehensive  that  bis  intention  is  to 
serve  the  boiler  out  of  the  canal." 


But  either  it  was  the  duty  of  Robert  Matthews  to 
give  these  notices  to  the  millowners  and  see  whence 
they  obtained  this  water  for  steam  on  the  construction 
of  the  mill,  or  it  was  not.  If  it  was  not  his  duty,  this 
notice  to  James  King  was  worth  nothing,  but  if  it  was 
his  duty  to  give  such  notices  to  the  millowners,  and  to 
ascertain  that  the  water  was  not  applied  for  other  than 
injection  purposes,  then  I  must  consider  that  he,  and 
the  company  through  him,  distinctly  knew  what  it  was 
bis  duty  to  know,  namely,  that  James  King  was  con- 
structing bis  mill  in  such  a  manner,  that  the  boilers  were 
to  be  fed  from  the  canal.  The  entry  in  the  book  of 
Robert  Matthews  is  of  a  very  singular  description.  Why 
it  should  have  been  repeated  in  ink,  and  why  on  that 
particular  occasion,  this  entry  should  have  been  made, 
unless  he  had  reason  to  believe  that  James  King  was 
about  to  use  the  water  for  unauthorized  purposes,  does 
not  appear.  According  to  his  evidence,  the  notice  he  gave 
and  the  entry  in  the  book  do  not  correspond,  for  the 
notice  be  gave  King  was,  that  he  would  not  be  allowed 
water  for  any  other  purposes  but  condensing  purposes, 
except  he  agreed  with  the  company ;  but  the  entry  in  the 
book  is  silent  as  to  the  possibility  of  any  agreement  with 
the  company.  If  Robert  Matthews  gave  this  notice  to 
every  one  indiscriminately,  as  be  states  it  was  his  uni- 
form practice  to  do,  and  if,  as  appears  by  the  evidence, 
all  the  mills  were  constructed  on  the  principle  of  feeding 

the 
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the  boiler  with  the  water  from  the  canal,  notwithstand- 
ing this  uniform  notice,  in  that  case  I  think,  that  James 
King  might  justly  disregard  it  as  an  idle  form,  and  the 
more  so  as  he  had  himself  expressly  applied  to  the 
company  to  be  allowed  water  for  steam,  as  well  as  in- 
jection, and  had  received  no  answer  refusing  him  such 
permission,  nor  indeed  any  notice  beyond  a  mere  direc- 
tion to  the  engineer  to  attend  and  see  that  the  laying  of 
the  pipes  did  not  injure  the  canal.  Robert  Matthews 
does  not  state  what  answer  James  King  gave  to  this 
communication.  If  none,  it  is  probable  that  he  con* 
sidered  it  as  a  mere  idle  form.  If  he  did  give  an  answer, 
it  ought  to  have  been  stated,  as  it  must  probably  have 
contained  either  an  admission  or  a  denial  of  his  intention 
to  use  the  water  for  unauthorized  purposes.  In  either  case, 
the  course  adopted  or  omitted  to  be  adopted  by  Robert 
Matthews  becomes  material.  The  result  is,  that  in  my 
opinion  the  evidence  given  by  Robert  Matthews  does 
not  destroy  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  remain- 
ing facts  which  accompanied  the  construction  of  the 
first  mill  of  the  Defendants. 


The  next  matter  to  be  considered  is,  the  eflTect  of  the 
notices  given  by  the  company,  respecting  the  unautho- 
rized use  of  water  drawn  from  the  canal.  These  were 
as  follows : — On  the  24th  of  February ^  1820,  a  resolu- 
tion was  passed  by  the  company  to  this  effect,  "  That 
all  persons  who  have  illegally  taken  water  belonging  to 
the  company  in  Manchestery  be  applied  to  to  make 
compensation  for  the  water  so  taken,  and  to  desist  from 
taking  any  more,  without  previously  making  special 
contracts  with  the  company  for  such  privilege  in  future." 
In  pursuance  of  which,  a  circular  was  sent  on  the  25th 
ofilfarcA,  1820, to  fourteen  mill-owners, in  these  terms: — 
"  Sirs, — It  having  been  represented  to  the  gentlemen 
of  the  committee  of  this  canal,  that  you  are  making  use 

of 
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of  the  water  belonging  to  the  said  canal  without  any        1863. 
authority  for  so  doing,  whereupon  they  passed  the  order      ^"^^^^ 
as  follows"  (which  is  that  which  I  have  read). — "  I  shall       ^Canal^^ 
be  obliged  by  being  favoured  with   an  early  answer      Company 
hereto,  and  beg  to  observe,  that  if  the  same  shall  not  be        Kino. 
satisfactory,  or  that  I  am  not  favoured  with  any  reply, 
I  must  hand  the  business  to  Mr.  William  Redfem^  the 
law  clerk  to  this  company,  to  whose  name  this  intro- 
duces you."     Most  of  the  millowners  seem  to  have  re- 
turned answers  admitting  the  use  of  water  for  other 
than   condensing   purposes,  none  apparently   resisting 
payment  for  the  use  of  the  water,  some  asking  what  was 
required  by  the  company,  others  suggesting  that  it  was 
too  minute  to  be  noticed,  and  others  promising  to  look 
into  the  act,  and  to  conform  to  its  provisions. 

Again,  on  the  19th  oi  February y  1825,  an  order  was 
made  by  the  company,  to  this  effect : — '*  That  the  trea- 
surer inform  the  different  persons  who  take  water  from 
the  canal,  for  purposes  not  authorized,  that  it  is  in- 
tended, as  soon  as  convenient,  to  stop  up  the  communi- 
cations by  which  such  water  is  taken;  but  that  the 
company  have  no  objection  to  furnishing  water  on  rea- 
sonable terms,  provided  they  (the  millowners)  can  make 
the  same  acceptable  to  the  other  parties  interested." 
On  the  13th  May  following,  a  copy  of  this  order  was 
sent  to  fourteen  millowners,  with  a  letter,  signed  by  the 
treasurer,  in  these  words : — "  I  am  to  transmit  you,  as 
below,  an  order  passed  by  the  gentlemen  of  the  com- 
mittee of  this  canal,  to  which  your  attention  is  respect- 
fully requested."  I  only  find  one  answer  to  this  cir- 
cular set  forth  in  the  evidence.  It  is  that  of  Messrs, 
Murray ^  of  the  16th  May^  1825,  in  which  they  ex- 
pressly state,  that  they  take  water  from  the  canal 
for  the  purposes  of  the  steam  engine,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  heating  the  mills,  and  offer  to  allow  the  inspec- 
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tor  of  the  company  to  examine  the  mills  in  order  to  see 
what  is  done.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  evidence, 
that  any  steps  were  taken  in  consequence  of  this  an- 
swer«  or  in  consequence  of  the  circular.  The  fact  that 
the  millowners  continued  to  use  the  water  of  the  canal 
for  purposes  other  than  condensing  purposes,  is  esta- 
blished by  the  evidence  of  both  the  Plaintiffs  and 
Defendants. 


On  the  23rd  of  October,  1827,  notices  were  sent,      ^j, 
signed  by  the  clerk  of  the  company,  to  fifteen  mill-     — .- 

owners,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy: — "I  am  in-   a- 

structed  by  the  company  of  proprietors  of  the  Rochdale  ^^^^e 
Canal,  to  give  you  notice,  that  in  case  you  take  any  ^^^y 
water  from  the  said  canal,  after  the  receipt  of  the  notice,,^  ^, 
for  any  purpose  whatever,  contrary  to  the  provisions*^^  s 

contained  in  a  certain  act,"  then  setting  it  out,  "with -i- 

out  first  obtaining  the  consent  of  the  committee  of  the^^^e 
said   company  of  proprietors,   legal   proceedings   wiilC  M\ 

forthwith  be  commenced  against  you."    To  this   cir ' 

cular  two  answers  only  appear  in  the  evidence.     They^^y 
express  a  desire  to  do  no  injury  to  the  canal,  and  to  give 
all   necessary  explanations.     None   of  these  circular 
were  sent  to  James  King,  who  was  not  then  a  mill- 
owner,  nor  is  there  any  evidence  to  show  that  he  waS' 
cognizant  of  them.    The  practice  went  on  exactly  the 
same  after  the  remonstrances  of  the  company  as  before. 
They  seem  to  have  been  avowed  by  the  millowners,  and 
the  company  took  no  steps  to  prevent  them.  They  might, 
if  they  had  thought  fit  so  to  do;  and,  in  case  the  mill- 
owners  had  not  come  to  terms  with  the  company,  they 
might  then  have  adopted   the  course  which  was  taken 
in  1847,  namely,  have  brought  an  action,  or  that  which 
was  adopted    in   1851,  have  filed    a    bill  for    an    in- 
junction. 

It 
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It  is  impossible^  I  think,  to  read  the  evidence  and 
:he  documents  relating  to  the  subject,  and  not  to  see, 
:hat  although  the  company  claimed  the  right  of  making 
he  millowners  pay  for  the  use  of  water  taken  for 
loauthorized  purposes,  still,  they  knew  of  the  fact  of 
;uch  use,  and,  in  consideration  of  the  advantages  ob- 
;ained  by  the  canal  company  by  the  payment  of  tonnage, 
.he  canal  company  did  not  think  fit  to  proceed  to  ex- 
tremities with  the  millowners.  It  was,  while  matters 
^ere  in  this  state,  that  James  King  applied,  as  I  have 
fibove  stated,  for  the  use  of  water,  not  merely  for  injec- 
tion, but  also  for  steam,  and  to  this  application  the  com- 
pany made  no  objection,  and  gave  him  no  notice  that 
his  use  of  the  water  was  to  be  confined  to  condensing 
purposes,  but  they  allowed  him  to  construct  his  mill 
upon  the  principle  of  using  the  water  for  condensing 
and  for  feeding  the  boiler  to  produce  steam,  which  steam 
is  used  for  warming  the  mill  as  well  as  for  producing 
power. 


1863. 

Rochdale 

Canal 
Company 

V. 
KiMO. 


I  am  of  opinion  that,  so  far  as  concerns  this  mill, 
which  was  constructed  in  1829,  I  must,  on  this  evi- 
dence, come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  company  have 
encouraged  James  King  in  so  constructing  his  mill,  as 
to  derive,  from  the  canal,  water  for  the  purposes  of  steam, 
and  that  they  cannot  now,  after  the  lapse  of  eighteen 
years,  dispute  his  right  so  to  do.  This  does  not  extend 
to  give  him  the  right  to  use  the  water  for  size  or  sow, 
for  which  purpose,  it  does  not  appear,  that  any  peculiar 
construction  of  the  mill  or  works  is  necessary,  and  as 
to  which,  I  have  not  found  anything  in  the  evidence, 
either  to  justify  the  Defendant  or  to  bind  the  Plaintiffs 
by  any  active  or  passive  acquiescence.  Whether  their 
acquiescence  extends  to  the  heating  of  the  mill  by 
steam  appears  to  me  to  depend  upon  whether  the  mill 
was  so  constructed  in  1829  as  to  apply  the  steam  for 
T  T  2  this 
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this  purpose.  I  think  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  then  dis- 
tinct notice  that  James  King  intended  to  employ  the 
water  of  the  canal  for  the  purpose  of  steam,  in  addition 
to  the  condensation  thereof,  and  having  sent  their  en- 
gineer to  inspect  the  laying  down  of  the  pipes  for  this 
purpose  from  the  canal,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  they 
must  be  held  to  have  assented  to  his  use  of  the  water 
for  such  purposes  relating  to  the  generation  or  employ- 
ment of  steam,  as  the  construction  of  his  mill  would 
manifestly  and  plainly  have  disclosed  to  any  one  con- 
versant in  such  matters. 


These  observations  however  are  confined  to  the  first 
mill  built  by  James  King.  With  respect  to  the  second 
mill,  distinct  evidence  and  a  different  set  of  circum- 
stances have  to  be  considered,  upc^  which  the  circum- 
stances which  had  already  occurred  have,  nevertheless, 
an  important  bearing.  The  second  mill  was  built  by 
James  King  in  the  latter  end  of  the  year  1841.  If  no- 
thing had  occurred  in  the  interval  of  time  which  had 
elapsed  between  the  building  of  the  two  mills,  and  if 
his  application  to  the  company  had  been  in  1841  the 
same  that  it  was  in  1829,  I  should  have  thought, 
that  the  same  principle  to  which  I  have  given  effect, 
as  regards  the  first  mill,  would  have  applied  to  the 
second  mill,  and  the  Defendants,  who  stood  in  the  place 
oi  James  King,  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  use  of 
water  from  the  canal  in  the  same  manner  for  the  second 
mill  as  in  respect  to  the  first.  But  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  second  mill  was  built  are  very  different. 
In  the  first  place,  on  the  19th  of  Febntary,  1838,  Red- 
fern,  the  law  clerk  to  the  company,  wrote  and  sent  to 
James  King  a  letter  in  these  words : — "  Sir,  the  agents 
for  the  company  of  proprietors  of  the  Rochdale  Canal 
are  apprised  that  the  water  taken  or  drawn  by  you  from 
the  said  canal  to  your  engine  and  works^  situated  at  or 

near 
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near  the  Moss  Locks^  for  the  purpose  of  condensing  the 
steam  necessary  for  the   proper  working  of  the  said 
engine,  is  not  returned  into  the  said  canal  in  the  quan- 
tities and  manner  directed  by  the  acts  of  Parliament 
passed  for  making  and  maintaining  the  said  canal.     I 
do   therefore  give  you    notice,  and   call   upon  you  to 
return  the  water,  so  taken  or  drawn  from  the  said  canal 
for  the  purpose  aforesaid  (the  inevitable  waste  thereof 
by  condensing  the  steam  only  excepted)  into  the  said 
canal,  in  the  quantities  and  manner  directed  by  the  acts 
aforesaid,  and  of  which  quantities  and  manner  you  are 
fully  aware.     And  I  do  also  hereby  give  you  notice  and 
warning,  that  if  you  neglect  or  refuse  to  do  what  is 
here  required,  immediately  after  your  receipt  hereof, 
legal   proceedings  will  be  commenced  to  compel  the 
same  without  further  notice."    The  letter,  though  not 
in  every  respect  quite  clear,  is  distinct  enough  in  this, 
that  it  shows  the  intention  of  the  company  to  make 
James  King  adhere  to  the  provisions  of  the  Rochdale 
Canal  Act.    What,  if  any,  answer  James  King  sent  to 
this  notice  does  not  appear. 


1863. 


In  the  month  of  October,  1841,  however,  a  little  more 
than  three  years  and  a  half  after  the  receipt  of  this 
notice,  Mr.  King,  being  about  to  build  his  second  mill, 
applies  for  water,  and  he  does  so  in  a  letter  in  these 
words : — "  To  the  committee  of  the  Rochdale  canal  com- 
pany :-^This  is  to  request  or  give  you  notice,  that  I 
want  to  lay  a  pipe  into  the  Rochdale  canal,  at  or  near 
Moss  Mill,  for  injection  water,  at  your  earliest  conve- 
nience. Waiting  your  reply,  I  am  your  well-wishing 
friend,  James  King."  It  is  impossible  not  to  be  struck 
with  the  difference  between  the  two  applications.  The 
latter  is  confined  to  injection  water,  and  is  made  after 
the  time  when  he  had  distinct  notice  that  the  company 
insisted  on  adherence  to  the  Act  of  Parliament,  which 

confined 
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confined  the  use  of  tlie  water  to  condensing  purposes    <^s& 
only.     It  is  reasonable  to  infer,  that  in  consequence  of^^^^^ 
that  notice^  he  varied  his  application  to  the  company  for  --m^zxx 
the  use  of  canal  water,  by  confining  it  to  that  for  which  mJ'z^ 
alone  the  Act  of  Parliament  authorized  him  to  insists  ^J^ist 
upon  it.     On  receipt  of  this,  I  think  the  Plaintiffs  were^-m^re 
justified  in  supposing,  that  he  required  and  intended  too,^     to 
use  the  water  for  such  purposes  only  as  he  stated,  as^.^    as 
much  as  if  he  had  said  **  I  do  not  ask  for  the  water  form^zi^Wor 
the  purpose  of  generating  steam,"  and  that,  after  recei? —  ^^^  i^- 
ing  the  application  so  worded,  the  company,  if  they^r  ^^ey 
intended  to  prohibit  the  unauthorized  use  of  water,  were^'^^^'e 
not  put  upon  investigating,  to  what  extent  and  in  what  waj^^-^^ay 
he  intended  to  use  the  water,  or  whether  he  constructedK^  ^^ 
his  mill  in  such  a  manner  as  displayed  an  intention  oft  ^^of 
using  the  water  for  unauthorized  purposes,  as  they  were,«^^^» 
when  he  had  applied  for,  and  had  obtained  tacit  per — '^^^ 
mission  to  take  water  for  steam,  in  addition  to  taking  it^  ^  '^ 
for  injection.     If,  therefore,  he  so  constructed  his  second  lE-^  -^ 
mill,  as  to  feed  the  boiler  with  the  water  used  for  con-  —  ^' 
densing,  he,  in  my  opinion,  did  so  at  his  own  peril  and    fc 
risk,  and  he  and  those  claiming  under  him  cannot,  unless 
by  arrangement  with  the  Plaintiffs,  be  allowed  to  continue 
such   use  of  it.     I   entertain  no  doubt  that  the  usual, 
and  perhaps  it  may  be  said  the  almost  invariable  practice, 
in  the  construction  of  condensing  engines,  is,  to  use  the 
water  employed  in  condensing,  for  the  purpose  of  feed- 
ing the  boiler ;  but  as,  undoubtedly,  condensing  engines 
where  water  is  abundant,  are  constructed  on  other  prin- 
ciples in  which  the  water  used  for  condensing  is  not  so 
employed,  I  cannot  infer,  from  this  circumstance,  that-;^'  -^ 
the  construction  of  a  steam  engine  in  which  water  was 
employed  for  condensing,  involved  notice  to  the  compan; 
that  such  water  was  also  to  be  employed  for  the  purpoa—  e 
of  generating  steam,  the  more  especially,  as  so  to  hol^^ 
would,  as  it  appears  to  me,  lead  to  a  different  constmc- 
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ion  of  the  act  to  that  which  it  has  received  at  law,  and 
3y  which  I  consider  myself  bound. 

I  am  of  opinion  also^  that  the  time  which  has  elapsed , 
Iocs  oot  affect  the  right  of  the  company.  The  mill  was 
sonstructed  in  1841.  In  December,  1845,  the  company 
lent  a  circalar  letter  to  Mr.  Kinff^aud  theother  millowners, 
riving  notice  to  each  of  them,  that  if  he  continued  to 
ake  water  from  the  canal  for  any  other  purpose  than 
hat  of  condensing,  legal  proceedings  would  be  insti- 
uted  against  him.  On  the  31st  of  December,  1847,  the 
aw  clerk  of  the  company  wrote  to  Mr.  King,  to  the 
ike  effect,  unless  satisfactory  arrangements  were  made 
>y  him  with  the  company.  Immediately  afler  this  last 
etter,  the  action  at  law  was  commenced,  which  was 
letermined  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  favour  of  the 
Plaintiffs,  in  1851,  when  this  bill  was  filed.  It  appears, 
iierefore,  that  only  four  years  have  elapsed  since  the 
^ODstroction  of  the  second  mill,  during  which  the  Plain- 
iffs  have  been  engaged  in  steps,  more  or  less  active, 
ind  in  proceedings  at  law,  for  the  purpose  of  prevent- 
Dg  the  unauthorized  use  of  the  water  by  the  Defend- 
lUts.  Although  this  might  have  disentitled  them  to  any 
injunction  until  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  yet,  on  the 
proof  of  the  facts  above  stated,  and  their  title  being  es- 
tablished at  law,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  they  are  entitled, 
}o  far  as  regards  the  second  mill,  to  an  injunction  in  the 
terms  of  the  1 13th  section  of  the  act,  which  are  the 
»ame  as  those  of  the  prayer  of  the  bill. 


1853. 


It  appears  to  me,  that  the  proper  decree  will  be,  to 
grant  a  perpetual  injunction  restraining  the  Defendants, 
unless  by  licence  from  the  Rochdale  canal  company, 
from  using  water  from  the  Rochdale  canal  for  any  other 
purpose  than  that  of  condensing  the  steam,  used  for 
working  any  steam  engine  in  the  cotton  mills,  or  pre- 
mises 
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mises  coustructed  by  James  King,  deceased,  or  by  the 
Defendants,  since  the  month  of  Februariff  1838.  ''And 
from  drawing  from  the  said  canal  any  quantity  of  water, 
for  the  purpose  of  condensing  the  steam,  used  for  working 
any  such  engines,  without  returning  to  the  said  canal,  in 
every  such  day  on  which  they  shall  use  such  engine,  a 
quantity  of  water  on  the  same  level  on  which  it  shall 
be  taken,  equal  to  the  quantity  so  taken  in  every  day, 
from  the  said  canal,  for  the  purpose  of  condensing  the 
steam  in  such  engine,  the  inevitable  waste  thereof,  by 
condensing  .such  steam,  only  excepted."  ''  And  that  the 
Defendants  be  restrained  (unless  by  licence  from  the 
Rockdale  canal  company)  from  taking  or  using  any  of 
the  water  of  the  Rochdale  canal,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  sow  or  size."  Thus  worded,  the  order  will,  as  I 
apprehend,  confine  the  injunction  to  the  new  mill,  leav- 
ing the  old  one  untouched,  except  so  far  as  regards  the 
making  of  sow,  and  prohibiting  the  use  of  water  in 
sizing  altogether ;  and  I  think  that  this  is  a  better  course 
than  to  direct  what  I  had  at  first  intended,  that  the 
bill  should  be  dismissed,  so  far  as  it  sought  any  relief 
against  the  Defendants  in  respect  of  the  old  mill,  other 
than  and  except  the  employment  of  the  water  of  the 
canal  for  the  purpose  of  making  sow  or  size  therein. 


As  the  suit  succeeds  so  far  as  regards  the  new  mill, 
and  fails  so  far  as  regards  the  old  mill,  and  as,  in  my 
opinion,  it  would  be  impossible  properly  or  accurately  to 
separate  the  costs  properly  attributable  to  each,  I  shall 
make  the  decree  without  costs  on  either  side. 
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5ATEMENT. 

h  of  one  of  several  co- 
it  was  ordered,  that  the 
should  revive  within  a 
le,  or  that  the  bill  should 
;d,  notwithstanding  there 
^al  personal  representa- 
ng  their  duty  to  obtain 
tion.  Saner  v.  Deaven, 
Page  30 

lUPT. 
EMENT. 

ING  DEFENDANT. 

who  had  absconded  *'to 

ice  of  any  legal  process," 

;  within  the  31st  Order 

345,  and  service  of  pro- 

»tice  in  the  London  Ga- 

directed.      Barton  v. 

205 

UTE  INTEREST. 

0  a  woman  of  the  divt- 
%  sum  of  stock  for  her 


separate  use,  with  a  direction  that 
at  her  death  she  might  leave  it  to 
her  children,  or  whom  she  might 
choose.  Held  an  absolute  gift,  and 
that  she  was  entitled  to  payment. 
Southouse  V.  Bale.  Page  132 

.  A  testator  gave  the  residue  of  his 
estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to 
permit  his  wife  to  receive  the 
rents,  issues  and  profits,  and  carry 
on  his  trade  for  her  own  benefit, 
and  to  enable  her  to  bring  up, 
maintain  and  educate  his  children, 
durante  viduitate.  Held,  that  the 
wife  was  absolutely  entitled  to  the 
business.  Jones  v.  Greatwood,  527 

ACCOUNT. 
See  Railway,  5. 

ACCUMULATION. 

See  Thbllusson  Act. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 

See  Statute  of  Limitations* 
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ACQUIESCENCE. 

1.  By  a  canal  act,  mill  owners  were 
empowered  to  use  the  canal  water 
merely  for  **  condensing'*  steam. 
In  1829,  King,  being  about  to  erect 
a  mill,  applied  to  the  company  for 
leave  to  take  water  for  **  gene- 
rating "  as  well  as  "  condensing." 
The  company  did  not  appear  to 
have  refused  the  application,  and 
the  pipes  were  laid  down  in  the 
presence  of  their  engineers.  The 
mill  being  built  on  the  principle  of 
using  the  canal  waters  for  both 
purposes,  and  having  been  used  in 
that  way  down  to  the  present  time, 
this  Court,  although  the  company's 
right  had  been  established  at  law, 
held  that  they  were  bound  by  their 
acquiescence,  and  refused  a  per- 
petual injunction  to  restrain  King 
from  taking  water  for  the  purpose 
of '*  generating**  steam.  Rockdale 
Canal  Company  v.  King.  Page  630 

2.  An  injunction  was  however  granted 
as  to  another  mill,  acquiescence 
and  encouragement  on  the  part  of 
the  company  not  having  been  es- 
tablished. Ibid, 
See  Laches. 

ADMINISTRATION. 

1.  After  a  decree  for  administration, 
a  Scotch  corporation,  trading  in 
England,  and  having  warehouses 
and  assets  there,  proceeded  in  Scot- 
land against  the  testator's  Scotch 
assets.  Held,  that  this  Court  had 
jurisdiction  to  restrain  them^  and 
that  the  case  was  a  proper  one  for 
its  interference.  Maclaren  v.  Stain- 
ton,  279 


2.  After  a  decree  or  order  on  sum- 
mons for  the  administration  of  an 
estate,  a  legatee  will  be  restrained 
from  proceeding  in  the  County 
Court  to  recover  a  legacy,  and 
that  notwithstanding  the  legatee 
submits  to  take  a  judgment  against 
the  executor  de  bonis  propriis^  al- 
leging a  deoastavit,  Ratcliffe  v. 
Winch,  Page  576 

See  Abatement. 
Creditor. 

ExONERATIONj  1,  2. 

Income,  1. 
Parties,  1. 

ADMINISTRATION  SUIT. 
See  Parties. 

AGENT. 

See  Solicitor  and  Client. 

ANSWER. 

See  Contempt. 

APPEARANCE. 

Parties  against  whom  a  supplemen- 
tal order  had  been  made,  under 
the  15  &  16  Vict,  c.  86,  s.  52,  not 
having  entered  their  appearance, 
liberty  was  given  to  the  Plaintiff 
to  enter  an  appearance  for  them. 
Cross  V.  Thomas.  592 

See  Substituted  Service. 

APPOINTMENT. 

See  Trustee. 

APPORTIONMENT. 

The  income  of  a  fund  belonging  to  a 
charitable  corporation,  having  for 
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its  object  the  support,  relief  and 
maintenance  of  a  master  and  five 
poor  persons,  held  apportionable 
between  the  new  and  the  represen- 
tatives of  deceased  masters,  though 
not  within  the  Apportionment  Acts 
(11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  and  4  &  5  Will. 
4,  c.  22).  Attorney-General  v. 
Smythies.  Page  d85 

ASSETS. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  1. 

ASSIGNEE. 
See  Chose  in  Action,  1 ,  2. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

See  Equitable  Assignment. 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
A  special  petition  having  been  pre- 
sented by  relators  in  the  name  of 
the  Attorney 'General^  the  Court 
first  directed  the  Attorney- General 
to  be  served,  and  at  the  hearing 
ordered  the  petition  to  stand  over, 
with  a  request  to  the  Attorney- 
General  to  certify  the  course  he 
thought  it  desirable  to  adopt  on 
the  petition.  The  relators  ap- 
pealed, when  the  Attorney 'General 
asked  that  the  petition  might  be 
dismissed,  which  was  done  accord- 
ingly by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  with 
costs,  notwithstanding  the  opposi- 
tion of  the  relators.  Attorney- 
General  v.  Wyggeston's  Hospital. 

313 


BANKER. 

See  Equitable  Assignment,  S. 
Banking  Comfany. 

BANKING  COMPANY. 

1 .  A  transfer  of  shares  in  a  banking 
company,  though  invalid  at  law 
for  want  of  a  proper  consent  of  a 
•*  Board  of  Directors**  to  the  trans- 
fer, yet  supported  in  equity,  the 
transfer  having  been  made  in 
"  The  Share  Register  Book,"  three 
directors  having  given  the  custom- 
ary certificate  of  the  transfer,  and 
a  return  having  been  made  to  the 
Stamp  Office  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
ceased  to  be  a  member.  Shortridge 
v.  Bosanquet.  Page  84 

2.  In  October  a  banking  company 
stopped  paymenf.  The  Plaintiff 
had  in  July  sold  his  shares ;  the 
purchaser  had  obtained  certificates 
from  three  directors  of  ownership, 
the  transfer  had  been  entered  in 
"  The  Share  Register  Book,**  and 
the  company  had  returned  to  the 
Stamp  Office  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
ceased  to  be  a  member;  but  no 
formal  consent  of  a  "  Board  of 
Directors**  to  the  transfer  had  been 
obtained,  as  required  by  the  com- 
pany's deed.  The  company  insti- 
gated a  creditor  to  sue  the  Plain- 
tiff, and  to  enable  him  to  succeed, 
they  retransferred  the  shares  into 
the  Plaintiff's  name  in  their  books, 
and  made  a  new  return  to  the 
Stamp  Office,  including  him  as  a 
shareholder.  The  creditor  reco- 
vered at  law.  Held,  nevertheless, 
that  in  equity  the  Plaintiff  was  no 
longer  a  shareholder  as  between 
him   and  the  company;  and,  se- 
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condly,  that  the  proceedings  of  the 
creditor  being  collusive,  he  ought 
not  in  equity  to  be  allowed  to  en- 
force his  judgment.  Shortridge  v. 
Bosanquct,  ^^g^  ^^ 

BANKRUPT. 
After  decree  a  Plaintiff  became  bank- 
rupt ;  it  was  ordered,  that  he  and 
his  assignees  should  elect  either  to 
file  a  supplemental  bill,  or  that 
all  proceedings  should  be  stayed. 
Clarke  v.  Tipping.  12 

See  Costs,  3. 

BANKRUPTCY. 

See  Power,  5. 

BARON  AND  FEME. 

See  Husband  *AND  Wife,  1,  2, 
Separation  Deed. 

BEQUEST. 

See  Will  and  the  references  therein. 

BREACH  OF  TRUST. 
!•  A,  i?.  was  tenant  for  life  of  a  trust- 
fund,  with  a  general  power  to  ap- 
point by  will,  and,  in  default,  it 
was  settled  on  the  Plaintiff.  A,  B. 
ordered  the  trustees  to  pay  over 
the  fund  to  her  on  an  indemnity, 
and  she  afterwards  appointed  the 
fund  to  the  Plaintiff  and  others, 
who  filed  a  bill  to  make  the  trus- 
tees liable  for  a  breach  of  trust. 
Held,  that  by  the  appointment,  the 
fund  became  assets  for  answering 
A,  B,*s  liabilities,  of  which  the  in- 
demnity was  one,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  trustees  were  not  liable. 
Williams  v.  Lomas  1 


2.  In  1846y  an  executor  invested  part 
of  the  assets  in  Exchequer  bills; 
they  were  ordered  into  Court  and 
sold  in  the  same  year  at  a  loss.  In 
1 848,  it  was  declared  by  the  decree, 
that  the  investment  was  improper, 
but  at  that  time,  the  price  of  Ex- 
chequer bills  had  risen,  so  thattbere 
would  have  been  then  no  loss  if  tbey 
had  been  retained.  Held,  that  the 
executor  ought  to  be  charged  with 
the  amount  improperly  invested, 
and  credited  with  the  produce  of 
the  Exchequer  bills  in  1 846.  Knott 
V.  Cottee.  Page  77 

See  Interest,  1,  2. 

MoRTOAoe,  5,  6. 

Payment  into  Court. 

Power,  7,  8,  9. 

Settlement. 


CANAL. 

See  Acquiescence. 

CHARGE  OF  DEBTS. 
A  testator,  by  his  will,  made  a  general 
devise  of  his  real  estates  to  his 
nephews,  charged  with  his  debts 
and  legacies.  By  a  codicil,  he  de- 
vised a  freehold  house  to  A.  B,,  it 
being  his  wish  that  she  should  re- 
side therein  if  she  should  think  fir. 
Held,  that  the  house  was  exempt 
from  the  charge  of  debts  and  lega- 
cies. Wheeler  \ .  Clay  don,  169 

CHARITY. 

1 .  The  sale  of  charity  lands  autho- 
rized, under  Sir  Samuel  RomillyM 
Act,   it  being  beneficial    to    the 
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charity.       Re    the     Overseers    of 
EcclesalL  Page  297 

2.  A  husbandry  lease  of  charity  pro- 
perty for  ninety-nine  years  at  a 
fixed  rent  cannot  stand.  Attorney- 
General  V.  HalL  388 

3.  In  the  case  of  a  charity  lease,  the 
burden  of  proof  of  its  fairness  lies 
on  the  lessee.     Ibid. 

4.  A  lessee  taking  a  lease  of  property 
belonging  to  a  charity,  but  without 
notice  of  that  fact,  may  protect 
himself  as  a  purchaser  for  valuable 
consideration,  semble.  A  lessee  of 
charity  property  held  to  have  con- 
structive notice  that  it  was  trust 
property,  the  circumstances  render- 
ing it  incumbent  on  her  to  inquire 
as  to  the  lessor's  title.     Ibid, 

5.  The  operation  of  ihe  general  words 
of  the  Stat.  52  Geo,  3,  c.  101  (Sir 
Samuel  Romilly^s  Act),  has  been 
cut  down  by  the  decisions  of  the 
Courts  to  cases  which  arise  between 
the  trustees  and  cestuis  que  trust  of 
a  charity,  and  even  in  such  cases, 
the  Court  must  exercise  a  discre- 
tion as  to  whether  the  act  can  be 
applied  with  advantage  to  the 
charity.  In  re  Manchester  New 
College  610 

6  Where  the  direction  of  the  Court 
is  required  for  the  administration 
of  a  charitable  trust,  and  there  is 
no  question  between  the  trustees 
and  strangers,  and  the  objects  of 
the  charity  have  no  separate  and 
conflicting  interests,  the  Court  has 
jurisdiction  on  petition  under  the 
act,  and  ought  to  exercise  it,  though 
there  is  no  appeal  from  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  in  such  a  case  except 


to  the  House  of  Lords.  In  re 
Manchester  New  College,  Page  610 
See  Attorney-General. 

Mortmain. 

School. 

CHILDREN. 

1.  A  testator,  by  his  fourth  codicil 
made  gifts  to  M.,  his  wife,  and  E,^ 
their  child,  and  also  to  a  boy,  F., 
and  in  this  codicil  he  spoke  of  E, 
and  F,  as  '*  the  children,"  and  ap- 
pomted  his  wife  their  guardian.  By 
the  flfth  codicil,  he  bequeathed 
4,000/.  to  M.  « for  her  own  and 
the  children's  benefit."  The  mar- 
miage  of  the  testator  with  M, 
turned  out  to  be  invalid.  Held, 
that  by  the  term  "children"  in  the 
fifth  codicil,  E,  and  F,  vrere  meant. 
Hartley  v.  Tribber.  510 

2,  Devise  and  bequest  to  all  the  tes- 
tator's children  living  at  his  decease 
(without  naming  them).  A  subse- 
quent codicil  confirmed  the  gift,  as 
mentioned  in  his  will,  "  to  his  sur- 
viving children"  (naming  them  all). 
One  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime, 
leaving  children  who  survived  the 
testator.  Held,  that  the  survivor- 
ship had  relation  to  the  testator's 
death,  and  not  to  the  date  of  the 
will,  and  that  the  representatives 
of  the  deceased  child  took  nothing 
under  the  1  Vict,  c.  26,  s.  S3.  Full- 
ford  V.  Fullford.  5^5 

See  Legatee,  1. 

CHOSE  IN  ACTION. 
1.  Assignees  of  a  chose  in  action  are 
liable  to  all  the  equities  which  at- 
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condly,  that  the  proceedings  of  the 
creditor  being  collusive,  he  ought 
not  in  equity  to  be  allowed  to  en- 
force his  judgment.  Shortridge  v. 
Bosanquet.  Page  84 

BANKRUPT. 
A  Aer  decree  a  Plaintiff  became  bank- 
rupt ;  it  was  ordered,  that  he  and 
his  assignees  should  elect  either  to 
file  a  supplemental  bill,  or  that 
all  proceedings  should  be  stayed. 
Clarke  v.  Tipping.  12 

See  Costs,  S. 

BANKRUPTCY. 

See  Power,  5. 

BARON  AND  FEME. 
See  Husband  *AND  Wife,  1,  2, 
Separation  Deed. 

BEQUEST. 

See  Will  and  the  references  therein. 

BREACH  OF  TRUST. 
1.  A,  5.  was  tenant  for  life  of  a  trust- 
fund,  with  a  general  power  to  ap- 
point by  will,  and,  in  default,  it 
was  settled  on  the  Plaintiff.  A.  B, 
ordered  the  trustees  to  pay  over 
the  fund  to  her  on  an  indemnity, 
and  she  aAerwards  appointed  the 
fund  to  the  Plaintiff  and  others, 
who  filed  a  bill  to  make  the  trus- 
tees liable  for  a  breach  of  trust. 
Held,  that  by  the  appointment,  the 
fund  became  assets  for  answering 
A,  B,*s  liabilities,  of  which  the  in- 
demnity was  one,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  trustees  were  not  liable. 
Williams  v.  Lomas  1 


2.  In  1846y  an  executor  invested  part 
of  the  assets  in  Exchequer  bills; 
they  were  ordered  into  Court  and 
sold  in  the  same  year  at  a  loss.  In 
1 848,  it  was  declared  by  the  decree, 
that  the  investment  was  improper, 
but  at  that  time,  the  price  of  Ex- 
chequer bills  had  risen,  so  that  there 
would  have  been  then  no  loss  if  they 
had  been  retained.  Held,  that  the 
executor  ought  to  be  charged  with 
the  amount  improperly  invested, 
and  credited  with  the  produce  of 
the  Exchequer  bills  in  1846.  Knott 
V.  Cottee.  Page  77 

See  INTEREST,  1,  2. 

MoRTOAce,  5,  6. 

Payment  into  Court. 

Power,  7,  8,  9. 

Settlement. 


CANAL. 

See  Acquiescence. 

CHARGE  OF  DEBTS. 
A  testator,  by  his  will,  made  a  general 
devise  of  his  real  estates  to  his 
nephews,  charged  with  his  debts 
and  legacies.  By  a  codicil,  he  de- 
vised a  freehold  house  to  A.  B.,  it 
being  his  wish  that  she  should  re- 
side therein  if  she  should  think  fir. 
Held,  that  the  house  was  exempt 
from  the  charge  of  debts  and  lega- 
cies. Wheeler  v.  Clay  don,  169 

CHARITY. 

1 .  The  sale  of  charity  lands  autho- 
rized, under  Sir  Samuel  RomiUtfi 
Act,   it  being  beneficial    to    the 
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charity.  Re  the  Overseers  of 
EcclesalL  Page  297 

2.  A  husbandry  lease  of  charity  pro- 
perty for  ninety-nine  years  at  a 
fixed  rent  cannot  stand.  Attorney - 
General  v.  HalL  388 

S.  In  the  case  of  a  charity  lease,  the 
burden  of  proof  of  its  fairness  lies 
on  the  lessee.     Ibid, 

4.  A  lessee  taking  a  lease  of  property 
belonging  to  a  charity,  but  without 
notice  of  that  fact,  may  protect 
himself  as  a  purchaser  for  valuable 
consideration,  sembU,  A  lessee  of 
charity  property  held  to  have  con- 
structive notice  that  it  was  trust 
property,  the  circumstances  render- 
ing it  incumbent  on  her  to  inquire 
as  to  the  lessor's  title.     Ibid. 

5.  The  operation  of  ihe  general  words 
of  the  Stat.  52  Geo.  3,  c.  101  (Sir 
Samuel  Romilly*s  Act),  has  been 
cut  down  by  the  decisions  of  the 
Courts  to  cases  which  arise  between 
the  trustees  and  cestuis  que  trust  of 
a  charity,  and  even  in  such  cases, 
the  Court  must  exercise  a  discre- 
tion as  to  whether  the  act  can  be 
applied  with  advantage  to  the 
charity.  In  re  Manchester  New 
College  610 

6  Where  the  direction  of  the  Court 
is  required  for  the  administration 
of  a  charitable  trust,  and  there  is 
no  question  between  the  trustees 
and  strangers,  and  the  objects  of 
the  charity  have  no  separate  and 
conflicting  interests,  the  Court  has 
jurisdiction  on  petition  under  the 
act,  and  ought  to  exercise  it,  though 
there  is  no  appeal  from  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  in  such  a  case  except 


to  the  House  of  Lords.  In  re 
Manchester  New  College.  Page  610 
See  Attorney-General. 

Mortmain. 

School. 

CHILDREN. 

1.  A  testator,  by  his  fourth  codicil 
made  gifts  to  M.,  his  wife,  andfJ., 
their  child,  and  also  to  a  boy,  F., 
and  in  this  codicil  he  spoke  of  E. 
and  F.  as  '*  the  children,"  and  ap- 
pointed his  wife  their  guardian.  By 
the  fifth  codicil,  he  bequeathed 
4,000/.  to  M.  "  for  her  own  and 
the  children's  benefit."  The  mar- 
miage  of  the  testator  with  M. 
turned  out  to  be  invalid.  Held, 
that  by  the  term  "children"  in  the 
fifth  codicil,  E.  and  F,  were  meant. 
Hartley  y.  Trihber.  510 

2.  Devise  and  bequest  to  all  the  tes- 
tator's children  living  at  his  decease 
(without  naming  them).  A  subse- 
quent codicil  confirmed  the  gift^as 
mentioned  in  his  will,  "  to  his  sur- 
vivingchildren"  (naming  them  all). 
One  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime, 
leaving  children  who  survived  the 
testator.  Held,  that  the  survivor- 
ship had  relation  to  the  testator's 
death,  and  not  to  the  date  of  the 
will,  and  that  the  representatives 
of  the  deceased  child  took  nothing 
under  the  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  S3.  Full- 

fordv.Fullford.  5Q5 

See  Legatee,  1. 

CHOSE  IN  ACTION. 
1.  Assignees  of  a  chose  in  action  are 
liable  to  all  the  equities  which  at- 
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tach  to  the  thing  assigned  as  against 
the  assignor.    Smith  v.  Parkes, 

Page  115 
2.  A  retiring  partner  received  security 
from  the  continuing  partners  for 
his  share,  and  which  he  assigned 
to  third  parties.  Held,  that  the 
assignees  took  subject  to  the 
right  of  equitable  set-off  of  the 
continuing  against  the  retiring 
partner  :  Held,  also,  that  the  as- 
signees having  assented  to  a  sub- 
stituted security  in  1846,  in  lieu  of 
a  prior  one  in  1845,  were  subject 
to  all  the  equities  existing  at  the 
date  of  the  second  security.  Smith 
V.  Parkes.  115 

CHURCHWARDEN. 
See  Parish. 

CODICIL. 
In   the  construction   of  a  gift  in  a 
codicil,  the  Court  may  and  must 
look  at  the  previous  will  and  codi- 
cils.    Hartley  v.  Tribber,  510 

COMPANY. 
See  Banking  Company. 
Contributory. 
Partnership. 
Railway. 

COMPENSATION. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1,  6. 

CONCURRENCE. 

See  Acquiescence. 

Breach  of  Trust,  1. 
Laches. 

CONSTRUCTION. 

See  General  Order. 
Mortgage,  5. 
Will. 


CONTEMPT. 

1.  If  a  Defendant  in  contempt  files 
his  answer  without  paying  the  costs 
of  his  contempt,  the  Plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  have  his  further  answer 
taken  off  the  file.  Coyle  v.  Al- 
leyne.  Page  548 

2.  The  time  for  excepting  to  a  De- 
fendant's answer  runs  from  the 
filing  of  the  answer,  and  not  from 
the  time  when  the  costs  of  the 
contempt  are  paid.     Ibid, 


CONTRACT. 
See  Deed. 

Illegality. 

Lease. 

Pre-exemption. 

Usury. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

CONTRIBUTORY. 

1.  A  prospectus  was  issued  for  the 
establishment  of  a  company.  A.  B. 
took  shares  and  paid  his  deposit. 
Afterwards,  at  a  meeting  of  share- 
holders, the  scheme  was  greatly 
varied.  A,  B,  was  present,  but 
took  no  part  in  the  matter,  and 
never  after  in  any  way  inter- 
fered. The  company  was  formed 
on  the  new  scheme,  and  failed. 
Held,  that  A.  B,  was  not  a  con- 
tributory.    Goldsmith's  Case.   262 

2.  A.  B,  took  ten  shares  in  a  com- 
pany intended  to  be  formed  for 
specified  objects  and  on  stated 
principles.  The  projectors  after- 
wards materially  varied  its  charac- 
ter. A.  B.  did  no  act  by  which 
he  assented  to  the  variation  or 
adopted  the  new  company.    Some 
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time  after  the  directors  agreed  that 
nine  of  A.  B.*s  shares  should  be 
cancelled,  and  that  A,  B.  should 
remain  a  shareholder  for  one. 
Held,  that  A,  B,  was  not  a  con- 
tributory in  respect  of  the  nine 
shares.     Meyer* s  Case,     Page  383 

CONVEYANCE. 
The  Plaintiff  by  one  contract  pur- 
chased an  estate  and  a  judgment 
for  1,000/.  Held,  that  he  was  en- 
titled to  apportion  the  purchase- 
money  between  the  estate  and  the 
judgment,  and  to  have  separate 
conveyances  of  each.  Clark  v. 
May.  273 

COPYHOLD. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  I. 

COSTS. 

1.  Costs  of  an  administration  suit 
given  to  an  executor  though 
charged  with  the  consequences  of 
an  improper  investment.  Knott  v. 
Cottee.  77 

2.  Solicitor,  from  whom  a  sum  was 
found  due,  ordered  to  pay  all  the 
costs  of  proceedings  to  compel 
payment.  Re  Dufaur  and  Blake- 
ney.  113 

3.  A  bankrupt  executor  was  charged 
with  interest  on  his  balances,  but 
he  was  allowed  his  costs  of  suit. 
Held,  that  the  costs  subsequent 
to  the  bankruptcy  were  not  to  be 
set  off  against  his  debt,  which  had 
accrued  prior  to  his  bankruptcy. 
Cotton  V.  Clark.  134 

4.  In  a  frivolous  suit,  costs  given 
to  neither  side.  Clark  v.  May,  273 


5.  Proceedings  were  stayed  as 
against  the  legal  personal  repre- 
sentative. A  petition  having  been 
presented,  professing  to  deal  with 
funds  standing  to  the  general 
credit  of  the  cause,  he  was  served 
therewith,  and  with  a  notice  not 
to  appear.  Held,'nevertheles8,  that 
he  was  entitled  to  his  costs  of  ap- 
pearance.   Rowley  v.  Adams. 

Page  312 

6.  The  costs  of  an  application  by  a 
new  master  of  a  hospital  for  pay- 
ment of  the  income  of  a  fund  in 
Court,  held  payable  out  of  the  in- 
come. Attorney 'General  v.  Smy- 
thies.  385 

7.  Of  the  two  objects  of  a  bill,  one 
succeeded  and  the  other  failed. 
The  costs  not  being  easily  sepa- 
rable, a  decree  was  made  without 
costs  on  either  side.  Rockdale 
Canal  Company  v.  King,  630 
See  Attorney-General. 

Disclaimer. 

Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  8. 

COUNTY  COURT. 

See  Administration,  2. 

COVENANT. 

1.  A  covenant  is  to  be  construed 
most  strongly  against  the  cove- 
nantor.    Wardev,  Warde,        103 

2.  Demurrer  allowed  to  a  bill  by  the 
lessee  of  a  coal  mine  to  be  re- 
lieved from  his  rent  on  the  ground 
of  a  deficiency  of  the  coal  to  be 
worked.  Mellers  v.  The  Duke  of 
Devonshire,  252 

3.  A.  demised  a  coal  mine  to  B,  at 
60/.  per  acre  for  the  coal  gotten. 
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and  B.  covenanted  to  work  not 
less  than  two  acres  annually  or  pay 
the  rent  for  that  quantity,  "  whe- 
ther the  same  should  be  got  or 
not."  There  was  a  proviso  for 
cesser  if  all  the  coal  was  exhausted. 
At  the  end  of  the  term,  the  lessee 
alleging,  that  (here  was  a  defi- 
ciency in  the  coal,  and  that,  from 
"  inevitable  causes,  it  was  impos- 
sible to  get  two  acres  annually,  and 
that  during  the  term  he  had  paid 
for  more  than  he  had  got,"  sought 
to  recover  back  the  excess.  A 
demurrer  was  allowed,  on  the 
ground  that  the  covenant  was  ab- 
solute, and  the  lessee  was  bound 
to  pay  whether  he  got  the  quantity 
or  not,  and  that  there  was  no  al- 
legation of  an  actual  exhaustion 
of  the  coal.  Metiers  v.  The  Duke 
of  Devonshire.  Page  252 

See  Deed,  1. 
Lease,  1. 

COVENANT  TO  SETTLE. 

See  Marriage  Settlement. 

CREDITOR. 

As  to  the  right  of  a  creditor  to  come 
in  under  a  decree  at  any  time 
before  the  fund  has  been  distri- 
buted. Hartwelly,  Colvin.  140 
See  Debtor  and  Creditor. 

CREDITORS'  DEED. 
Specialty  creditors,  whose  debt  car- 
ried interest,  and  other  creditors, 
whose  debts  did  not  carry  in- 
terest, executed  a  creditors'  deed, 
by  which  the  debtor's  property  was 
to  be  divided  between  the  cre- 
ditors, *<  rateably  and  in  propor- 
tion  to   the  amount   of  their  re-  ' 


spective  debts."  The  creditors  re- 
leased their  debts.  Held,  that  the 
specialty  creditors  were  entitled  to 
a  dividend  on  the  amount  of  in- 
terest accruing  subsequent  to  the 
date  of  the  deed.  Bateman  v. 
Margerison.  Page  477 

CREDITORS'  SUIT. 

See  Creditor. 

Insolvent  Act. 


DEBT. 
After  a  long  delay  the  Court  requires 
more  than  the  ordinary  proof  of  a 
debt  in  the  Masters'  office.    Hart- 
well  v.  Colvin,  1 40 

See  Creditor. 
Evidence,  2, 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 

As  to  the  equity  of  a  creditor  of  a 
partnership  to  obtain  payment  out 
of  the  separate  estate  of  a  de- 
ceased partner.    Brown  v.  Gordon. 

302 

DECREE. 

See  Administration. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  12. 

DEED. 

1.  A  wife  had  a  jointure  secured  on 
her  husband's  estate  X.  In  184i, 
the  husband  contracted  to  pur- 
chase an  estate  F.,  and  to  enable 
him  to  sell  the  estate  A",  the  wife, 
in  1845,  released  her  jointure,  and 
ls3  tlien  covenanted  to  secure  it 
out  of  *' estates  he  should  there- 
after acquire."  Before  the  estate 
Y.  had  been  conveyed,  the  husband 
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contracted  to  sell  it.     Held,  that 

in  equity,  the  estate  Y.  was  charged 

with  the  jointure.   Warde  v.  Warde^ 

Page  103 

2.  By  a  deed,  the  amount  due  to  the 
first  mortgagee  was  confirmed  to 
him  by  the  subsequent  incumbran- 
cers, and  he  thereby  agreed  not  to 
execute  his  power  of  sale  for  a  li- 
mited time.  Held,  that  a  party  who 
by  his  bill  contested  the  amount  so 
admitted  to  be  due  to  the  first  mort- 
gagee, could  not  take  advantage 
of  the  stipulation  in  the  deed  not 
to  sell  within  the  time,  and  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  such  sale  was 
refused.     Cockell  v.  Bacon       158 

3,  A,  B.,  a  tenant  in  tail  subject  to 
an  existing  life  estate,  borrowed 
money  on  mortgage,  and  the  tenant 
for  life  joined  in  order  to  bar  the 
entail,  and  he  covenanted  to  pay 
the  interest  during  his  life.  By 
the  same  deed,  the  equity  of  re- 
demption was  resettled  on  A,  B, 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  issue 
in  tail,  with  limitations  over.  The 
Court,  ten  years  afterwards,  set 
aside  the  resettlement  of  the  equity 
of  redemption,  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  no  proof  of  any  contract 
to  vary  the  existing  limitations. 
Meadows  v.  Meadows,  401 
See  Covenant. 

Creditors'  Deed. 
Marriaob  Settlement. 
Mortgage,  2,  5,  5. 

DEMONSTRATIVE  LEGACY. 

Bequest  of  10,000/.  sterling,  "being 
my  share  of  the  capital  now  en- 
gaged in  the  banking  business," 

VOL.  XVI. 


&:c.  Held  to  be  a  demonstrative 
and  not  a  specific  legacy.  Sparrow 
V.  Josselyn.  Page  155 

DEMURRER. 
See  Covenant,  2,  3. 

DEVISE. 
Devise  and  bequest  of  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  trustees  for  A.  for 
life,  and  aAer wards  "  to  convey  and 
assure"  equally  between  all  A^% 
children,  on  their  respectively  at- 
taining twenty-one,  with  a  gifl  over 
on  A*%  death  without  "  leaving 
any  child."  There  was  one  child 
who  survived  ^.,  and  died  an  in- 
fant. Held,  that  such  child  did 
not  take  a  vested  interest;  and, 
secondly,  that  the  gif^  over  did  not 
take  effect.     IValker  v.  Mower. 

565 
See  Charge  of  Debts. 
Leaseholds. 
Will,  passim, 

DIRECTOR. 
See  Railway,  5,  4,  5. 

DISCLAIMER. 

1 .  The  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  mort- 
gagor who  had  no  assets  dis- 
claimed, and  said,  that  they  would 
have  disclaimed  before  suit,  if  any 
application  had  been  made  to  them. 
Held,  nevertheless,  that  they  were 
not  entitled  to  costs.  Ford  v. 
White.  \tO 

2.  Rules  as  to  the  right  of  a  dis- 
claiming Defendant  to  costs,  in 
foreclosure  suits.  Ford  v.  Earl  of 
Chesterfield.  516 

3.  If  a  disclaiming  Defendant  shows 

u  u 
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diat  he  never  bad  and  never 
claimed  any  interest,  or,  having  an 
interest,  that  he  had  disclaimed  or 
offered  to  disclaim  before  the  in- 
stitution of  the  suit,  he  is  entitled 
to  his  costs.  But  if,  having  an 
interest,  he  neither  disclaims  nor 
offers  to  disclaim  till  he  puts  in 
his  disclaimer,  he  is  not  entitled. 
Ford  V.  Earl  of  Chesterfield. 

Page  516 

4.  These  rules  prevail,  tiiough  the 
PlaintiflT  never  applied  to  the  De- 
fendant to  disclaim  prior  to  the 
institution  of  the  suit.     Ibid, 

5.  In  a  foreclosure  suit  by  second 
mortgagee,  a  subsequent  judgment 
creditor,  by  his  answer,  disclaimed 
all  interest,  and  stated,  that  he 
had  never  been  applied  to  by  the 
Plaintiff  to  disclaim,  previously  to 
the  filing  of  the  bill ;  but  he  did 
not  add,  that  if  he  had  been  so 
applied  to,  he  would  have  dis- 
claimed, or  that  he  had  never 
claimed  an  interest.  Held,  that  he 
was  not  entitled  to  his  costs  from 
the  Plaintiff.    Ibid. 

6.  Where,  in  consequence  of  a  re- 
plication being  filed,  a  disclaiming 
Defendant  is  compelled  to  go  into 

•  evidence  in  support  of  his  answer, 
the  Plaintiff  must  pay  his  costs, 
but  not  otherwise.     Ibid. 

DISCOVERY. 

1.  The  Plaintiff's  right  to  discovery 
and  to  production  rest  on  the  same 
principle.     Swinborne  v.  Nelson. 

416 

2.  A  Defendant  who  submits  to  an- 
swer must  answer  fully ;  he  can- 


not by  denial  of  the  PlaiBtiflTt  tS 
escape  answering.     Dkeovery 
title-deeds    and    of    profeasio 
communications  forms  an  exes 
tion.  Sfvinhomey.  Nelson,  Page  41 

5.  The  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  H 
both  patents  for  making  gelati« 
The  Plaintiff  instituted   his  a 
for  redress  against  an  all^ped 
fnngement  of  his  patent,  aod 
bill  contained  searching  qoestica 
requiring   the   Defendant    to 
forth  all  the  articles  nianafactiKf 
by  him,  the  names  and  address 
of  his  customers,  the  prices   an 
the  profits,  &c.     The  Defendao 
denied  all  infringement.     He  Baid 
he  had  made  his  arti'eles  aocording 
to  his  own  and  not  accordio^to 
the  Plaintiffs  patent,  and  be  de- 
clined to  give  an  account  of  weh 
articles.   Held,  that,  notwitbsiaod- 
ing  his  denial,  he  was  bound  tado 
so.     Ibid. 

4.  Dissent  from  the  doctrine  bid 
down  in  Adams  v.  Fisher,  $  Mjfl 
^  Craig,  526.     Ibid. 

DISCRETION. 

See  Power,  5, 

DOCUMENT. 
See  Land  Agent. 

DUE  AND  PAYABL 
See  Gift  over. 

DUPLICITY  OF  CHA 
TERS. 
Where  a  man  fills  two  cha* 
may  do  an  act  which 
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him  in  one,  but  not  in  the  other 
character.     Brown  v.  Gordon, 

Page  d02 


ELECTION. 
A  testator  domiciled  in  England  and 
having  real  and  personal  estate 
there,  besiiles  Scotch  heritable 
bonds,  devised  and  bequeathed 
'*all  his  real  and  personal  estate, 
whatsoever  or  wheresoever,"  upon 
trusts,  under  which  his  heir  took 
benefits.  The  will  had  no  opera- 
tion on  the  heritable  bonds,  which 
descended  to  the  Scotch  heir.  Held, 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  and 
affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices,  that 
the  heir  was  not  bound  to  elect. 
Maxwell  y.  Maxwell.  106 

EQUITABLE  ASSIGNMENT. 

1.  Where  A.,  having  money  in  the 
bands  of  B.,  directs  a  payment 
generally  to  C,  and  B,  consents, 
C  may  enforce  payment  against 
B. ;  but  it  is  necessary  that  A.^$ 
order  should  be  communicated  to 
C.     Morrell  v.  Wooden.  1 97 

2.  Where  A.,  having  money  in  the 
hands  of  B.,  directs  him  to  pay  a 
sum  out  of  that  particular  fund  to 
C,  this  amounts  to  an  equitable 
assignment,  and  the  assent  of  B.  is 
unnecessary  to  give  it  validity. 
Ibid. 

S.  By  an  order  in  a  suit.  A,  was  or- 
dered to  pay  a  sum  to  B.  After 
A.  had  appealed,  B.*s  bankers  in- 
duced B.  to  enforce  the  order  and 
pay  the  amount  to  his  account,  the 


bankers  undertaking  to  repay  it,  if 
on  the  appeal,  B.  should  be  ordered 
to  repay  it.  The  order  was  re- 
versed, and  B.  directed  his  bankers 
to  pay  the  amount  to  A.,  but  the 
direction  was  not  communicated  to 
A.  The  bankers  had  also  said, 
they  were  quite  ready  to  pay  the 
money  to  //.,  and  B.  had  said, 
"  there  it  is  for  you,'*  vii.  at  the 
bankers.  B.  became  bankrupt. 
Held,  that  neither  the  agreement, 
nor  the  order,  nor  the  statements 
so  made,  gave  to  B,  any  claim  upon 
the  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  bank- 
ers. Morrell  V.  Wootton.  Page  197 
See  Chose  in  Action. 

ERROR  AND  MISTAKE. 

See  Covenant,  2,  d. 

ESCHEAT. 

1.  A.  B,  makes  a  mortgage  in  fee* 
and  dies  intestate  and  without  heirs. 
Held,  that  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion does  not  escheat  to  the  Crown, 
but  belongs  to  the  mortgagee,  sub- 
ject to  the  debts.  Beale  v.  Sy- 
monds  406 

2.  Observations  on  the  case  of  Vis- 
count Downe  v.  Morris ^  5  Hare^ 
394.     Ibid. 

See  Vendor  and  PurchaseB|  11. 

ESTOPPEL. 
See  Deed,  2. 
Mortgage,  3. 

EVIDENCE. 
I.  After  a  long  delay,  the  Court  re- 
quires more  than  the  ordinary  proof 
of  a  debt  in  the  Masters'  Office. 
Hartwell  v.  Cofetn.  140 

u  u  2 
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2,  In  1 81 7,  a  trust  deed  was  exe- 
cuted by  A,  B.  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors.  The  deed  was  esta- 
blished by  the  decree  in  1842,  and 
an  account  of  debts  was  directed. 
The  Petitioner,  in  1846,  came  in 
under  the  decree,  and  claimed  m 
respect  of  promissory  notes  dated 
in  1816,  given  by  A.  B.  to  his 
father,  who  died  in  1 828.  He  pro- 
duced the  notes  and  proved  the 
signatures,  but  gave  no  proof  of 
the  consideration,  or  of  any  thing 
being  then  due.  Held,  that  his 
claim  had  been  properly  rejected 
by  the  Master,  for  after  the  great 
lapse  of  time  the  notes  could  not 
be  admitted  upon  the  ordinary 
proof.     Hartnell  v.  Cohin. 

Page  140 
See  Experts. 

Pedigree,  1,  6. 

EXAMINATION  VIVA  VOCE. 
Application  under  the  Chancery  Im- 
provement Acts  (1852)  to  examine 
a  Defendant  rtt(^roce  in  the  Master's 
Office  refused,  the  decree  having 
directed  the  examination  upon  in- 
terrogatories. Routh  v.  Tomlin- 
son.  251 

EXCEPTIONS. 
Exceptions  will  not  lie  to  a  Master's 
Report   for   not    stating   "special 
circumstances."  Knotty, Cottee.  82 
See  Contempt. 


EXECUTION. 
See  Costs,  4. 


EXECUTOR. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  2. 
Costs,  3. 
Interest^  1,  2. 
Legacy. 
Power,  3. 
Revocation,  2. 

EXONERATION. 

1 .  Personalty,  being  the  primary  fund 
for  the  payment  of  debts,  must  be 
so  applied,  unless  there  be  an  in- 
tention expressed,  not  only  to 
charge  the  real  estate,  but  also  to 
exonerate  the  personal  estate. 
Plenty  v.  West.  Page  173 

2.  A  testator,  by  a  testamentsry 
paper  not  admitted  to  probate,  but 
held  effectual  as  regarded  his  real 
estate,  directed  his  trustees,  to 
whom  be  had  devised  his  real 
estate,  in  the  first  place,  out  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  his  said  estate, 
to  pay  all  his  just  debts,  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses,  and  all 
costs,  &c.  Held,  that  this  not  only 
charged  the  real,  but  exonerated 
the  personal  estate.     Ibid. 

EXPERTS. 

The  evidence  of  "  experts,"  as  to  ibe 
age  of  a  document  and  the  charac- 
ter of  the  handwriting,  may,  in 
some  cases,  be  valuable.  Crouch 
v.  Hooper.  18^ 

EXTRINSIC  EVIDENCE. 
Erroneous  description  of  a  legatee 
rejected  upon   extrinsic  evidence. 
Re  Blackman.  S^' 

See  Legatee,  2. 
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FEME  COVERT. 
An  order  obtained  ex  parte  by  a  mar- 
ried woman  for  leave  to  file  a  bill 
and  sue  in  formd  pauperis,  with- 
out a  next  friend,  held  irregular, 
and  discharged.  Page  v.  Page,  In 
re  Page.  Page  588 

See  Husband  and  Wife. 

Taxation,  4,  5. 

Will,  7. 

FOREIGN  ATTACHMENT. 

The  Plaintiffs  were  equitable  mort- 
gagees of  the  shares  of  «/.  H.  in 
the  Woollen  Cloth  Company,  and 
the  Dhobah  Company  were  general 
creditors  of  J.  H.  Both  com- 
panies having  notice  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's rights,  the  Dhobah  Company 
commenced  proceedings  in  the  Lord 
Mayor's  Court,  and  attached  the 
dividendson  the  shares  in  the  hands 
of  the  Woollen  Cloth  Company. 
The  same  solicitor  was  employed 
for  both  companies,  and  two  per- 
sons were  directors  in  both  com- 
panies. No  defence  was  made,  and 
the  Z)Ao6a A  Company  obtained  pay- 
ment. Held,  first,  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs could  not  recover  them  back 
from  either  company;  but,second]y, 
that  the  Dhobah  Company  could 
not  avail  themselves  of  a  similar 
attachment  in  the  Lord  Mayor's 
Court,  obtained  pending  this  suit ; 
and,  thirdly,  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  a  receiver  of  the  future 
dividends.  Anderson  v.  Kerns- 
head.  829 

FORMA  PAUPERIS. 
See  Feme  Covert. 


FOUR  DAY  ORDER. 
To  obtain  a  four-day  order  against  a 
solicitor  for  the  non- delivery  of  his 
bill,  it  must  appear  that  the  pre- 
vious order  has  been  personally 
served.     Re  fVisewold.     Page  357 

FRAUD. 
See  Deed,  8. 

MORTOAOB,  8. 

FRAUDULENT  SETTLEMENT. 

See  Voluntary  Settlement,  8. 

FUNDED  PROPERTY. 

Bequest  of  "  all  the  funded  property 
in  my  name/'  held  to  pass  Irish 
Bank  stock  and  Irish  84  per  cents, 
belonging  to  the  testator  and 
standing  in  his  name  jointly  with 
three  others.    Mangin  v.  Mangin. 

800 


GENERAL  ORDER 

{^7,  May,  1845). 
Service  on  the  Defendant  of  an  order 
limiting  the  time  within  which  he 
might  apply  to  set  aside  a  decree 
pro  confessOf  held  a  sufficient  no- 
tice, under  the  87th  Order  of 
May,  1845  ;  and  no  application 
being  made  by  him,  the  decree  was 
thereupon  made  absolute.  Trilley 
V.  Keefe,  83 

See  Absconding  Devbndant,  1. 

GIFT  OVER. 
Real  and  personal  estate  were  given 
upon  trust  during  the  life  of  A., 
out  of  the  income  to  pay  A,  200/. 
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a  year,  and  one-third  of  the  resi- 
due to  B, ;  and  on  the  death  of 
^.,  to  sell  and  pay  one- third  to 
B, ;  then  a  gift  over,  on  the  death 
of  B,i  before  his  share  should 
**  become  due  and  payable."  B, 
died  in  the  life  of  A,  Held,  that 
the  gift  over  took  effect.  Crestvick 
V.  Gaskell.  Page  577 


HEIR. 


Bequest  to  A.  for  life,  and,  after  her 
decease,  to  B,  or  his  heirs ,  in  such 
manner  as  he  might  deem  proper. 
B.  died,  without  appointing,  be- 
fore A,  Held,  a  gift,  by  substi- 
tution, to  the  next  of  kin  of  B., 
at  his  and  not  at  A.*s  death, 
according  to  the  Statute  of  Dis- 
tributions, as  tenants  in  common 
and  in  the  proportion  fixed  by 
the   Statute.      Jacobs   v.    Jacobs, 

557 

HOTCHPOT. 

See  Power,  1. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  A  husband  may  make  a  valid  as- 
signment of  his  wife's  reversionary 
interests  in  leaseholds,  but  secus, 
if  the  interest  be  of  such  a  nature 
that  it  cannot  by  possibility  vest 
in  the  wife  in  possession  during  the 
coverture.    Duberley  v.  Day.      S3 

2.  A  wife's  leaseholds  were,  on  her 
marriage,  limited  to  her  absolutely 
in  the  event  of  her  surviving  her 
husband,  but  without  any  trust  for 
her  separate  use.     Held,  that  tlie 


husband  could  not,  during  the  co- 
verture, dispose  of  this  contingent 
reversionary  interest  of  his  wife 
in  the  term.  Duberley  v.  Day, 
Page  33 

3.  The  whole  of  a  fund  to  which  the 
husband  in  right  of  his  wife  had 
become  entitled,  settled,  as  against 
his  assignee,  on  the  wife  and  chil- 
dren, the  husband  being  in  re- 
duced and  insolvent  circumstances. 
Marshall  v.  Fowler.  249 

4.  A  wife  may,  in  many  respects, 
enter  into  a  contract  for  valuable 
consideration  with  her  husband  ; 
so,  conversely,  a  husband  may  be- 
come a  purchaser  from  his  wife  of 
property  belonging  to  her.  Hewison 
V.  Negus.  594 
See  Ihfant. 

Separation  Deed. 

Settlement. 

Voluntary  Settlement,  8. 


ILLEGALITY. 

The  Court  looks  with  great  disfavour 
on  an  objection  of  illegality  of  a 
contract,  urged  by  a  party  to  avoid 
its  performance  after  he  has  re- 
ceived the  consideration  for  it. 
Shrewsbury  and  Birmingham  Rail- 
way Company  v.  London  and 
North' IVestem  Railway  Company, 

441 

INCOME. 

1.  A  testator  gave  the  interest  of  his 
residue  to  W.  and  his  wife,  with 
remainder  to  the  testator's  grand- 
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children.  W.  died  twenty-nine 
years  after  the  testator,  and  his 
wife  applied  for  the  income.  The 
Court,  being  unable  to  decide  on 
her  right  in  consequence  of  the 
absence  of  some  parties,  allowed 
her  in  the  meanwhile  to  receive  a 
portion  of  the  income,  on  her  un- 
dertaking to  refund  if  necessary. 
Moffat  V.  Bumie.  Page  298 

2.  An  allowance  of  income  pendente 
litey  under  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86, 
8.  57,  will  only  be  made  upon  the 
admission  by  the  executors  of  as- 
sets.    Knight  V.  Knight.  358 

INFANT. 
Efifect  of  an  agreement,  on  the  mar- 
riage of  a  female  infant,  to  settle 
her  real  estate.  It  would  be  a 
fraud  upon  the  husband's  contract, 
if  he  were  to  consent  to  a  disposi- 
tion of  the  estate  by  his  wife,' cal- 
culated to  defeat  the  settlement. 
Ex  parte  Blake,  In  re  London  Dock 
Company.  463 

INJUNCTION. 

1.  A  puisne  incumbrancer  offered  to 
pay  off  the  first  mortgagee,  which, 
being  declined,  he  filed  a  bill  to 
compel  a  transfer.  The  first  mort- 
gagee having  afterwards  proceeded 
to  sell  the  property,  was  restrained 
from  transferring  the  first  mort- 
gage and  parting  with  the  legal 
estate  and  title  deeds.  Rhodes  v. 
Buckland.  212 

2.  A  Plaintiff  applying  for  an  in- 
junction should  &irly  state  his 
case,  both  where  the  applicatioo  if 


ex  partCf  and  where  on  notice  the 
opponent  does  not  appear ;  but  the 
Court  does  not  hold  him  so  strictly 
in  the  latter  case  as  in  the  former. 
Maclarm  v.  Stainton.      Page  279 

3.  On  an  application  for  an  ex  parte 
injunction,  a  Plaintiff  omitted  to 
state  a  material  fact.  A  motion 
being  made  to  dissolve  it,  the 
Plaintiff  swore  that  he  had  forgot- 
ten the  circumstance.  Held,  that 
it  was  no  excuse  for  the  suppres- 
sion.    CUfton  V.  Robinson.        S55 

4.  The  practice  as  to  common  in- 
junctions is  not,  in  all  respects,  as- 
similated to  that  in  cases  of  special 
injunctions.    Senior  v.  Pritchard. 

473 

5.  A  primd  facie  case,  supported  by 
affidavit,  is  now  required  to  entitle 
a  Plaintiff  to  the  common  injunc- 
tion ;  and  although  that  case  be 
met  by  the  affidavit  of  the  De- 
fendant, denying  the  equity  of  the 
bill,  still  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
an  injunction  to  stay  proceedings 
at  law  until  answer,  in  order  to 
secure  him  the  benefit  of  a  full 
discovery,  in  aid  of  his  defence  at 
law.     Ibid. 

See  Acquiescence. 
Admin  isTftATioH. 
Deed,  2. 
Separation  Deed,  2. 


INJUNCTION  (COMMON). 

Where  the  common  injunction  had 
been  obtained  prior  to  the  Act  15 
&  16  Vict,  c  86,  and  the  answer 
came  in:    Held,  that  the  proper 
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practice  was  to  give  notice  of  mo- 
tion to  dissolve.  Langford  v. 
May.  Page  32 

INSOLVENT  ACT. 
A.  B.  took  the  benefit  of  the  act 
(the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110),  but  no 
judgment  was  entered  up  under 
the  87th  section.  Held,  on  his 
death,  that  a  scheduled  creditor 
had  no  remedy  against  his  assets. 
In  re  Moylan.  220 

INTEREST. 

1.  Rule  as  to  charging  executors  and 
trustees  with  interest  on  balances, 
and  at  what  rate  and  whether  with 
annual  rests.    Knott  v.  Cottee.    77 

2.  An  executor  and  trustee  who  was 
directed  to  invest  in  government 
stocks  of  Great  Britain,  or  upon 
real  security,  and  accumulate  the 
surplus,  after  maintaining  infants^ 
invested  the  estate  in  the  foreign 
funds.  It  was  held  that  the  in- 
vestment was  improper,  and  he 
was  charged  with  four  per  cent, 
with  annual  rests.     Ibid. 

3.  Payment  of  interest  on  a  debt  by 
surviving  partners,  one  of  whom 
was  the  executor  of  a  deceased 
partner,  held  to  have  no  reference 
to  the  executorial  character. 
Brown  v.  Gordon  302 
See  Creditors*  Deed. 

Thellusson  Act,  1 . 

IRREGULARITY. 
See  Plea. 


JOINTURE. 
See  Dexd,  1. 

JUDGMENT. 

See  Insolvent  Act. 
Redemption. 
Sbt-opf. 

JURISDICTION. 

See  Administration,  1. 

Lands  Clauses  Consouda- 

TioN  Act. 
Misrepresentation,  S, 
Vendor  and  Purchaser,  10. 


LACHES. 
A  creditor  of  a  banking  firm  held 
to  have  accepted  the  surviving 
partners  as  his  debtors,  and  to 
have  lost,  by  sixteen  years  delay 
and  his  conduct,  the  benefit  of  a 
trust  contained  in  the  will  of  the 
deceased  partner  for  payment  of 
his  debts  out  of  his  real  estate. 
Brown  v.  Gordon.  Page  302 

See  Partnership. 

LAND  AGENT. 
A  decree  made  with  costs  against  a 
land  agent  and  receiver  after  bis 
discharge,  for  the  delivery  up  of 
all  documents  relating  to  the  estate 
and  its  management.  Lady  Bera^ 
ford  V.  Driver,  134 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 
See  Lbase^  1. 

LANDS  CLAUSES  CONSOLI- 
DATION ACT. 
A  bill  by  a  company  against  an  in- 
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dividual  claiming  to  be  injuriously 
affected  under  the  68th  section  of 
the  Landd.  Clauses  Act  was  dis- 
missed, with  liberty  to  the  Defend- 
ant to  apply  for  the  costs,  if  he 
should  establish  his  right  to  com- 
pensation. The  parties  proceeded 
by  arbitration,  but  neither  took  up 
the  award.  Upon  motion  by  the 
Defendant  that  the  company  might 
pay  the  costs  or  be  compelled  to 
take  up  the  award:  Held,  as  to 
the  first,  that  the  Defendant  was 
premature,  no  award  having  been 
made ;  and,  as  to  the  second,  that 
the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction. 
Sutton  Harbour  Company  v.  Hitch- 
ens.  Page  381 

LEASE. 
1.  A.  granted  B.  a  lease  containing 
a  covenant  against  assignment,  ji. 
aflerwards  agreed  to  cancel  the 
lease,  and  to  grant  B.  a  much 
more  beneficial  one,  "  as  a  reward 
for  the  great  improvement  he  had 
made  in  the  estate,  and  as  an  en- 
couragement for  his  general  in- 
dustry." A,  died  before  executing 
the  second  lease,  and  B,  filed  a 
bill  for  specific  performance  against 
his  representatives.  A  compro- 
mise was  effected  for  granting  a 
lease  for  a  reduced  term,  **  the 
lease  to  contain  all  covenants 
usual  and  ordinary  in  farming 
leases."  It  was  insisted  by  the 
tenant,  that  under  the  compromise, 
there  should  be  no  restriction 
against  assignment;  but  held,  that 
the  Master,  in  settling  the  lease, 
was  to  have  regard  to  the  original 


lease  and  to  the  custom  as  to 
farming  leases,  if  any.  Bell  v.  Bar- 
chard.  Page  8 
2.  An  act  authorized  the  Shropshire 
Union  to  lease  several  lines  to  the 
North-Westem.  The  Shrewsbury 
entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
North-Westem  to  operate  "during 
any  such  lease  authorized  to  be 
granted  by  the  said  act."  The 
Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the 
contract  had  no  operation  until  all 
the  lines  had  been  finished;  but 
L.  J.  Turner  differed  in  opinion. 
Shrewsbury  and  Birmingham  Rail- 
way Company  v.  London  and  North- 
Westem  Railway  Company.  441 
See  Charity,  2,  5,  4. 
Partition,  1. 

LEASEHOLDS. 
A  testator  having  devised  the  resi- 
due of  his  personal  estate^  what- 
soever and  wheresoever,  to  A,  B,, 
devised  all  his  manors,  lands,  &c.  at 
fF.,  in  the  county  of  Z)ttrAafii,  and  at 
B.,  in  the  county  of  York,  and  a 
parcel  of  land  purchased  of  3f.  Z., 
and  all  other  his  real  estates  in  the 
counties  of  Durham  and  York  and 
elsewhere,  and  all  his  estate  and 
interest  therein,  to  C.  and  D.  and 
their  heirs,  to  certain  uses.  Held, 
under  the  1  Vict,  c«  26,  s.  26,  that 
his  leaseholds  in  Durham  passed 
to  C.  and  D.  with  the  real,  and  not 
to  A,  B.  with  the  personal  estote. 
Wilson  V.  Eden.  153 

LEGACY, 
A  bequest  of  an  annuity  to  an  exe- 
cutor for  his  trouble  in  the  con- 
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duct  and  management  of  tbe  tes- 
tator's affairs,  has  no  priority  over 
other  l^acies,  in  case  of  a  defici- 
ency, and  it  must  abate.  Duncan 
V.  WatU.  Page  204 

See  Will,  pamm, 

LEGATEE. 

1.  Bequest  in  1829  of  40/.  a-year  to 
each  of  the  seven  children  now 
living  of  i7.  S.  Y,  He  had  nine 
children  then  living.  Held,  that 
they  all  took.  Yeats  v.  Yeats,  170 

2.  A.,  the  grandchild  of  C,  and  B., 
the  widow  of  a  child  of  C,  held, 
under  the  circumstances,  entitled 
to  a  bequest  made  Co  A,  and  B., 
widow,  described  as  "  children  of 
C."  Re  Blackman.  377 
See  Extrinsic  Evidence. 

Will,  6. 

LESSOR  AND  LESSEE. 

See  Covenant,  2,  3. 
Lease. 

LIEN. 

1.  The  consideration,  as  stated  in  a 
conveyance,  was  1 50/.  paid  and  an 
acceptance  for  300/.  Held,  that 
the  form  of  the  deed  was  not  con- 
clusive, and  that  it  was  competent 
for  the  vendor  to  show,  that  he  had 
stipulated  for  a  lien  for  the  amount 
of  the  acceptance.  FraUr, Ellis,  350 

2.  A,  conveyed  an  estate  to  B.,  and, 
according  to  the  conveyance,  an 
acceptance  was  given  "  in  full 
satisfaction  for  the  absolute  pur- 
chase,*' but  in  reality,  it  was  agreed, 
that  the  vendor  should  have  a 
mortgage  for  the  money.  Before 
the   acceptance    became    due,    B. 


mortgaged  to  C,  who  employed 
the  same  solicitor  as  had  been 
engaged  in  the  purchase,  and  C, 
had  notice  that  the  bill  bad  not 
been  paid  and  of  the  form  of  the 
conveyance.  Held,  first,  that  C. 
was  affected  by  the  notice  in  his 
solicitor  ;  and,  secondly,  that  under 
the  circumstances,  he  was  bound 
to  inquire  into  the  true  nature  of 
the  transaction  between  A,  and  B., 
and  consequently  that  his  security 
ought  to  be  postponed  to  A,*s, 
Frail  v.  Ellis.  Page  350 

LIS  PENDENS. 
See  Pasties,  5, 
Trustee,  2. 

LOAN. 
See  Usury. 

LORD  MAYOR'S  COURT. 

See  Foreign  Attachment. 

LUNACY. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  10. 


MARRIAGE  SETTLEMENT. 
A  covenant  in  a  marriage  settlement, 
that  in  case,  at  any  time  ''  theiae- 
after"  during  the  coverture,  any 
real  or  personal  estate  should  "  de- 
scend, come  to  or  vest  in"  the 
wife  (who  was  then  an  infant) 
should  be  settled,  held  to  include 
the  proceeds  of  real  estate  taken 
by  a  public  company,  to  which  the 
wife,  at  the  execution  of  the  settle- 
ment,  was  entitled  in  remainder. 
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Ex  parte  Blake,  In  re  The  London 
Dock  Company,  Page  463 

MASTER  OF  HOSPITAL. 

See  Apportionment. 

MASTER'S  OFFICE. 
See  Examination  Viva  Voce. 

MINE. 

See  Covenant,  2,  3. 
Partition,  1. 

xMINING  COMPANY. 

See  Partnership. 

MISREPRESENTATION. 

1.  Distinction  between  misrepresen- 
tations giving  a  legal  and  those  giv- 
ing an  equitable  remedy.  fVhit- 
more  v.  Mackeson,  126 

2.  The  Court  (assuming  that  the 
Plaintiffs  had  lent  A.  B.  money,  on 
the  security,  first,  of  a  leasehold, 
secondly,  of  a  policy,  and  thirdly, 
of  the  written  representation  of  his 
solicitor  as  to  his  solvency),  held, 
that  the  Plaintiffs  could  not  make 
the  solicitor  liable  for  misrepresen- 
tation, without  showing  that  they 
had  taken  proper  steps  to  make 
the  other  securities  available.   Ibid. 

3.  The  Plaintiffs  lent  A.  B.  money 
on  mortgage  on  the  application  of 
his  solicitor,  who  assured  them,  in 
writing,  that  in  his  opinion  he  would 
be  able  to  pay  the  amount.  The 
Plaintiffs,  alleging  this  to  be  a  false 
and  fraudulent  misrepresentation, 
instituted  a  suit  in  equity  to  make 
the  solicitor  personally  liable. 
Held,  that  their  remedy,  if  any. 


was  at  law.  Whitmore  v.  Macke- 
son. Page  126 
See  MoRTOAOE,  S. 

MISTAKE. 
See  Deed,  3. 

MONOPOLY. 
See  Railway,  1. 

MORTGAGE. 

1 .  Right  of  eign6  as  against  a  puisne 
mortgagee  to  enforce  all  his  reme- 
dies at  the  same  time.  Cockeil  v. 
Baam.  158 

ft.  A.,  being  tenant  for  life  of  an  es- 
tate, and  t)ie  owner  of  a  charge  of 
20,000/.  thereon,  mortgaged  the 
20,000/.  XQ  B.  for  14,000/.  He 
afterwards  mortgaged  it  and  other 
property  to  C.  for  24,000/.  A. 
died,  and  the  succeeding  tenant  for 
life  prayed  a  redemption  against 
C.  on  pajrment  of  such  a  sum  as 
was  due  on  account  of  the  6,000/. 
(thus  splitting  the  charge  of 20^000/. 
into  two  portions).  Held,  that  both 

B.  and  the  executors  of  A.  were 
necessary  parties  to  such  a  suit. 
Lord  Kensington  v.  Bowerie.     1 94 

3.  A.  executed  a  mortgage  to  B.  for 
1,000/.  This  was  not  acted  on, 
but  A.  afterwards  executed  another 
mortgage  for  2,000/.  to  B.  The 
solicitor  employed  retained  the  first 
deed,  and  afterwards  fraudulently 
induced  B.,  without  consideration, 
to  sign  a  memorandum,  undertak- 
ing to  transfer  the  first  mortgage  to 

C,  and  he  executed  such  transfer. 
Con  the  faith  o£B,*s acts, advanced 
1,000/.,  which  was  received  by  the 
solicitor  and  misapplied.  Held,  that 
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B.  must  be  postponed  to  C.  Hioms 
V.  Holtom.  Page  259 

4«  Principles  on  which  the  Court  acts 
in  directing  a  sale  of  a  mortgaged 
estate,  under  the  late  act.  Hurst  v. 
Hurst.  872 

5,  A  trust  for  sale  of  real  estate  held 
not  to  authorize  a  mortgage.  Page 
V.  Cooper.  396 

6.  Real  estate  was  conveyed  to  trus- 
tees upon  trust  to  '*  sell  and  dispose" 
thereof,  and  out  of  the  money  to 
arise,  "  levy,  raise  and  pay,  two 
sums  of  150/.  and  1,000/.,  and  in- 
vest the  residue  of  the  monies  to 
arise  for  the  husband  and  wife  for 
their  lives,  and  afterwards  for  their 
children,  and,  in  default,  as  the 
wife  should  appoint  by  will.  Held, 
that  the  trustees  were  not  justified 
in  raising  these  two  sums  by  mort- 
gage, inasmuch  as  a  conversion 
of  the  estate  into  money  out  and 
out  was  intended.     Ibid. 

See  Disclaimer,  2,  3,  4,  5. 
Injunction,  1. 

Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee. 
Power,  4. 
Redemption. 

MORTGAGOR  AND  MORTGA- 
GEE. 

Where  a  mortgagor  makes  an  uncon- 
ditional tender  to  the  mortgagee  of 
a  sum,  and  the  mortgagee  refuses 
to  accept  it,  he  does  so  at  his  own 
peril ;  and  if  the  amount  tendered 
was  all  that  was  due,  the  mortga- 
gee must  bear  the  costs  of  a  sub' 
sequent  suit  for  redemption.  Mar- 
mer  v.  Vriestley,  5G9 

See  Mortgage. 


MORTMAIN. 
Gift  of  stock  **  for  the  establishmeot 
of  a   charity   school,"  held  void. 
Re  Clancy.  Page  295 

MOTION. 
See  Security  for  Costs,  S. 


NEW  TRUSTEE. 
See  Trustee,  1. 

NEXT  FRIEND. 
See  Feme  Covert. 
Heir. 

Security  for  Costs,  2. 

NEXT  OF  KIN. 
A  testator  bequeathed  the  residue  to 
his  wife  for  life,  with  femainder  to 
his  children  living  at  his  death, 
and  if  there  should  be  none  (which 
happened),  then  he  directed,  that 
immediately  after  his  wife's  de- 
cease, it  should  "  become  the  pro- 
perty of  the  person  who  should 
then  become  entitled  to  take  out 
administration  to  his  effects,  as  bis 
personal  representative,'*  according 
to  the  Statute  of  Distribution,  and 
in  the  proportions  thereby  pointed 
out,  in  case  he  had  died  intestate 
and  unmarried.  Held,  that  the 
next  of  kin  at  the  death  of  the 
testator,  and  not  those  at  the  death 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  were  entitled. 
Cable  V.  Cable.  507 

See  Heir. 
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NOTICE. 

1.  A  party  taking  an  equitable  mort- 
gage with  notice  of  prior  equitable 
mortgage,  cannot,  by  assignment  to 
another  without  notice,  give  him  a 

better  title.    Ford  v.  White, 

Page  120 

2.  Property  in  Middlesex  was  mort- 
gaged to^.,  and  afterwards  to  J3., 
and  subsequently  to  C,  with  notice 
of  J5.*8  incumbrance.  C.  regis- 
tered before  B.  and  afterwards  as- 
signed to  D ,  who  had  no  notice  of 
B.'s  mortgage.  Held,  that  the  in- 
terests being  equitable,  Z).  had  no 
priority  over  J3.     Ibid, 

See  Foreign  Attachment. 
General  Order. 
Lien. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser,  10. 

NOTICE  OF  MOTION. 

Service  of  a  notice  of  motion  on  a 

Scotch  company,  not  party  to  the 

suit,  at  its  office  in  Londont  held 

good.    Maclaren  v.  Stainton,    279 

OPENING  BIDDINGS. 

1.  When  biddings  are  opened,  the 
purchaser  is  entitled  to  interest  on 
his  deposit  at  four  per  cent.  Banks 
V.  Banks.  380 

2.  A  party  opening  biddings  must 
deposit  the  amount  of  his  ad- 
vance, but  he  is  not  required,  in 
the  first  instance,  to  pay  into  Court 
the  amount  of  the  original  deposit. 
Upon  his  neglect  to  make  the  re- 
quired payment,  the  order  to  open 
biddings  will  be  discharged  with 
costs,  to  be  paid  by  him.     Ibid, 

ORDER  OF  COURSE. 
See  Feme  Covert. 
Taxation,  3. 


PARISH. 

An  information  in  respect  of  parish 
land  was  filed  against  church- 
wardens nominatimy  and  not  in  the 
mode  pointed  out  by  the  59  Geo,  3, 
c.  12,  8.  17.  Before  the  hearing 
they  were  changed.  Held,  that  the 
Court  was  not  prevented  making  a 
decree.  Attorney-General  v.  8al- 
keld.  Page  554 

PARTIES. 

1.  In  a  suit  for  administration  against 
the  administrator,  with  the  will 
annexed,  and  the  widow,  to  whom 
the  assets  had  been  assigned,  such 
administrator  was  alleged  and 
proved  to  be  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion. Held,  that  the  suit  could 
not  proceed  in  the  absence  of 
a  legal  personal  representative. 
Donald  v.  Bather,  26 

2.  Since  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  the 
trustees  of  a  mortgage  represent 
the  cestuis  que  trust  sufficiently  to 
protect  the  mortgagor,  but  where 
the  surviving  trustees  or  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  trustees  alone 
are  parties,  the  Court  requires  the 
cestuis  que  trust  to  be  also  repre- 
sented, in  order  to  secure  the  due 
application  of  the  trust  property. 
StansjUld  v.  Hobson.  1 89 

3.  The  person  who  would  be  ap- 
pointed administrator  ad  Utem,  is 
the  most  proper  person  to  be 
nominated  under  the  15  &  16  Vict. 
c.  86,  s.  44,  to  represent  a  de- 
ceased party  who  has  no  personal 
representatives.  Dean  of  Ely  v. 
Gayford,  561 

4.  This  enactment  extends  even  to 
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those  cases  where  the  party  "  in- 
terested" is  sought  to  be  made 
liable.  Dean  of  Ely  v.  Gayford. 
Page  561 
5.  Incumbraflcer  pendente  lite  held 
not  an  indispensable  party  to  a 
suit  to  recover  the  fund.  Macleod 
V.  Annesley.  600 

See  MoRTOAOE,  %. 
Parish. 

PARTITION. 

1«  One  of  two  tenants  in  common  of 
an  estate  agreed  to  grant  a  lease 
of  the  mines  under  it.  Held,  that 
the  lessee  was  entitled  to  a  decree 
for  specific  performance  and  for  a 
partition  of  the  estate.  Heaton  v. 
Dearden.  147 

2«  A  power  to  trustees  "  to  sell  and 
dispose  of"  the  testator's  real  es- 
tate and  to  give  receipts,  does  not 
authorize  a  partition.  Brassey  v. 
Chalmers,  223 

PARTNERSHIP. 
In  1819,  a  person  entitled  to  a  share 
in  a  coal  mining  company  became 
bankrupt.  Dividends  were  de- 
clared in  1831,  1838,  and  subse- 
quently. The  bankrupt's  shares 
were  carried  over  to  a  separate 
account  in  the  company's  books 
down  to  1850,  but  no  claim  was 
made  by  the  assignees  until  that 
year.  Held,  that  the  right  of  the 
assignees  to  these  dividends  still 
subsisted,  but  that  they  were  not 
entitled  to  any  profits  made  by 
their  retainer.     Penny  v.  Pickwick, 

24G 
See  Debtor  and  Creditor. 


PAYMENT  INTO  COURT. 
Two  trustees,  having  power  to  alter 
and  vary  a  trust  fund,  sold  it  out 
for  that  purpose,  but  allowed  the 
produce  to  be  received  by  one 
alone.  Held,  that  the  other,  who 
failed  to  show  that  the  fund  was 
properly  invested,  was  bound  to 
pay  the  amount  into  Court.  Wigles- 
worth  V.  Wigleswcrth.       Page  269 

PEDIGREE. 

1 .  Observations  on  the  little  reliance 
to  be  placed  on  the  evidence  of 
persons  who  strive  to  work  out 
and  sustain  a  particular  pedigree. 
Crouch  V.  Hooper.  182 

2.  In  pedigree  cases,  if  one  link  be 
assumed,  any  two  persons  may  be 
proved  to  be  related ;  and,  there- 
fore, in  such  cases,  the  difficulty 
usually  consists  in  properly  weigh- 
ing and  considering  the  evidence 
relating  to  the  connecting  link. 
Ihid. 

3.  In  pedigree  cases,  it  is  a  rule  of 
evidence,  that  the  declarations  of 
deceased  members  of  the  family, 
post  litem  motam,  are  inadmissible ; 
and  anterior  declarations  are  litde 
to  be  regarded,  unless  corroborated 
by  other  circumstances.     Ibid. 

4.  Where  witnesses  are  once  im- 
pressed with  the  belief  of  their 
relationship  to  a  given  individual, 
they  are  apt  in  time,  by  talking 
and  discussing  the  matter,  to  bring 
themselves  over  to  a  conscientious 
belief  of  family  conversations  and 
declarations  tending  to  support 
that  relationship,  but  which  never 
took  place.     Ibid. 
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5.  Evidence  of  conversations  with 
deceased  persons  is  not  given 
under  the  ordinary  worldly  sanc- 
tion, from  the  difficulty,  in  such  a 
case,  in  convicting  the  witness  of 
perjury.     Crouch  v.  Hooper, 

Page  182 

6.  The  absence,  unexplained,  of  the 
baptismal  certificate  of  the  party 
forming  the  material  link  of  a 
pedigree,  while  those  of  the  other 
sons  are  carefully  and  regularly 
entered^  forms  a  difficulty  almost 
insuperable  in  substantiating  the 
alleged  pedigree.     Ibid, 

See  Experts. 

PENDENCY  OF  SUIT. 

See  Foreign  Attachment. 
Parties,  5, 
Trustee,  2, 

PER  CAPITA. 
Bequest  to  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween A,  and  wife  and  B,  and  wife 
for  their  lives,  after  which,  to  be 
equally  divided  between  their  chil- 
dren, (t.  e.)  the  children  of  A,  and 
B,  Held,  that  their  children  took 
per  capita,  and  that  on  the  death 
of  A,  and  his  wife,  a  moiety  be- 
came divisible,  equally,  amongst 
the  children  of  A.  and  B,  Ahrey 
v.  Netvman.  431 

See  Substitution. 

PERSONAL  REPRESENTA- 
TIVES. 
See  Parties,  5,  4. 

PER  STIRPES. 
See  Per  Capita. 
Substitution,  2. 


PETITION. 
See  Costs,  4. 

PLEA. 
A  Defendant  took  out  a  warrant  for 
six  weeks'  "further  time  to  an- 
swer." The  Plaintiffs  solicitors 
indorsed  it,  **  we  consent  to  four- 
teen days."  The  order,  as  drawn 
up>  gave  the  time  ''to  plead,  an- 
swer, or  demur,  not  demurring 
alone."  The  Defendant  having 
put  in  a  plea  of  the  Plaintiff's  in- 
solvency, it  was  ordered  to  be 
taken  off  the  file  with  costs,  and 
the  order  was  varied  so  as  to  limit 
it  to  time  to  answer  only.  Netmnan 
V.  White  Page  4 

PLEADING. 
See  Bankrupt. 

Parish. 

Parties,  1 ,  5. 

Supplement. 

POSSESSOR  OF  ESTATE. 
See  Tenant  for  Life. 

POWER. 

1.  A  testator  gave  a  fund  to  four  per- 
sons or  any  of  them,  in  such  shares, 
&c.,  as  A,  B.  should  appoint,  and 
in  default  equally.  He  directed 
that  such  four  persons  should  bring 
into  hotchpot  the  amount  of  ad- 
vances he  might  make  to  any  of 
them  in  his  life.  Held,  that  the 
hotchpot  clause  operated  only  on 
the  unappointed  fund,  if  any. 
Brocklehurst  v.  Flint  100 

2.  A  power  to  trustees  **  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  ^  the  testator's  real  es- 
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tate  and  to  give  receipts,  does  not 
authorize  a  partition.  Brassey  v. 
Chalmers  Page  223 

3,  Where  a  naked  power  is  given  to 
several,  it  cannot  be  exercised  by 
the  survivors ;  but  if  a  power  be 
annexed  to  an  office,  any  persons 
filling  the  office  may  execute  it. 
Power  "  to  ray  executors  herein- 
after mentioned,  with  the  approba- 
tion of  my  trustees  for  the  time 
being,"  to  sell  real  estate,  held  by 
the  Master  of  the  RoUs,  upon  the 
context,  not  to  authorize  a  sale  by 
the  survivor  of  the  executors,  but 
the  Lords  Justices  dissented  from 
this  decision.  Ibid.  231 

4,  A  tenant  for  life,  having  a  power 
to  charge  the  estate  with  portions 
for  younger  children,  mortgaged 
his  life  estate,  and  covenanted  not 
to  exercise  the  power.  Held,  that 
he  could  not,  afterwards,  charge 
the  estate  with  portions,  to  the 
prejudice  of  his  mortgagees.  Hurst 
V.  Hurst  372 

5,  Under  a  marriage  settlement, 
trustees  were,  after  the  bankruptcy 
of  the  husband  and  the  death  of 
the  wife,  to  pay  the  income  "in 
such  manner,  for  the  maintenance 
and  support  or  otherwise  for  the 
benefit  of  the  husband  and  the 
issue,"  as  they  might  think  proper. 
Held,  that  the  discretionary  power 
of  the  trustees,  as  to  the  applica- 
tion of  the  income,  was  not  taken 
away  by  the  bankruptcy,  so  as  to 
entitle  the  objects  to  take  equally. 
An  inquiry  was  directed  as  to  what 
had  been  properly  applied  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  issue,  and  the 
assignees  were  declared  entitled  to 


the  surplus.    Wallace  v.  Anderson 
Page5dS 

6.  Held,  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
governed  by  the  case  of  BuckeU 
V.  Blenkhorn  (5  Hare,  131),  that 
a  will,  not  sealed  but  executed 
according  to  the  formalities  of  the 
last  Wills  Act,  was  a  due  exe- 
cution of  a  power  required  to  be 
executed  by  writing,  under  hand 
and  seal.  But,  held  by  the  L.  Js. 
that  the  title  was  too  doubtful  to 
force  on  a  purchaser.  CoUard  v. 
Sampson  543 

7.  A  power  to  invest  trust  monies  on 
real  security  in  Ireland  authorizes 
a  loan  on  leaseholds  for  lives,  per- 
petually renewable  at  a  head  rent. 
Macleod  v.  Annesley  600 

8.  The  general  undersunding  is,  that 
a  trustee  should  only  lend  to  the 
extent  of  two  thirds  of  the  value 
on  agricultural  freeholds,  and  to 
the  extent  of  half  on  freehold 
houses.  Semble,  also,  that  half  is 
the  limit  in  the  case  of  a  leasehold 
renewable  for  ever  at  a  large  head 
rent.     Ibid. 

9.  Trustee  made  liable  for  a  loss  on 
a  mortgage  investment,  he  not 
having  taken  due  precautions  to 
ascertain  the  value  of  the  property 
mortgaged.     Ibid. 

See  Absolute  Interest,  1. 
Breach  of  Trust,  1. 
Railway,  1. 
Will,  7. 

POWER  OF   ATTORNEY. 

See  Practice. 

POWER  OF  SALE. 
See  Deed,  2. 

Mortgage,  1. 
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PRACTICE. 
Whether  it  is  necessary  in  demand- 
ing payment  by  attorney  to  leave 
a  copy  of  the  power  of  attorney, 
semble  not.  Re  Dufaur  and  Blake- 
ney  Page  113 

See  Abatement. 

Absconding  Defendant. 

Chose  in  Action. 

Contempt. 

Costs,  2. 

Disclaimer. 

Examination  Vivd  Voce. 

Exceptions. 

Feme  Covert. 

General  Order. 

Income. 

Injunction,  2,  S,  4,  5. 

Lien. 

Notice  op  Motion. 

Opening  Biddings. 

Payment  into  Court. 

Plea. 

Sale. 

Security  for  Costs. 

Supplement. 

Trustee,  1. 

PRE-EMPTION. 

1.  A  right  of  pre-emption  held 
limited  to  the  life  of  the  owner  of 
the  property.  Stockery.  Dean  161 

2.  SembUj  that  a  right  of  pre-emption 
"at  all  times  thereafter,"  cannot 
be  enforced  after  the  death  of  the 
owner  of  the  property.     Ibid, 

PRIORITY. 
See  Chose  in  Action. 
Legacy. 
Lien. 
Mortgage,  3. 

vol.  XVI.— c.  b. 


PRODUCTION. 
See  Discovery. 

PROOF. 
See  Debt. 
Evidence. 

PUBLIC  COMPANY. 

See  Contributory. 
Mining  Company. 
Partnership. 
Railway. 

PUBLIC  POLICY. 
See  Railway,  1. 


RAILWAY. 

1.  During  a  contest  before  Parlia- 
ment, two  competing  railway  com- 
panies came  to  an  agreement  for 
dividing  the  profits  earned  by  both 
in  a  given  proportion,  and  for  re- 
gulating the  traffic.  Lord  Gotten" 
ham  and  the  Q.  B.  held  that  the 
arrangement  was  not  invalid,  as  a 
fraud  upon  the  public  by  creating 
a  monopoly,  and  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  considered  that  Lord  Cotten- 
ham  had  decided  inferentially,  that 
such  a  contract  was  not  uUra  vires. 
But,  held  by  L.  J.  Knight  Bruce, 
that  it  was  a  breach  of  trust,  and 
by  L.  J.  7Vinier,.that  it  was  ultra 
viresj  and  contrary  to  public  policy. 
Shrewsbury ,  ^c.  Railway  Company 
V.  London,  ^c,  North-Western 
Railway  Company,  Page  441 

2.  A  railway  company  cannot,  in  the 
absence  of  any  authority  contained 
in  their  acts  of  incorporation,  be- 
come proprietors  of  steam  boats 
and  carriers  of  passengers  and 
goods  by  sea.    Ibid, 

X  X 
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3.  A  general  meeting  of  a  railway 
company  placed  12,050  shares  in 
a  projected  extension  line  at  the 
disposal  of  the  directors.  Held, 
that  the  disposal  was  merely  as 
trustees  for  the  company,  and  not 
for  their  own  benefit;  and  Hud- 
sofif  who  was  the  chairman  (and 
exercised  uncontrolled  authority 
in  the  conduct  of  the  concerns  of 
the  company),  having  sold  a  con- 
siderable part  of  such  shares  at  a 
premium,  was  held  liable  to  ac- 
count to  the  company  for  their 
produce,  with  interest  at  51.  per 
cent.  Held,  also,  that  he  could 
not  retain  the  profits,  either  as  a 
large  landowner  on  the  line,  or  as 
a  remuneration  for  his  great  ser- 
vices, or  on  the  ground  of  the  ac- 
quiescence of  the  shareholders,  to 
be  inferred  from  a  presumed 
knowledge  of  the  share-book. 
York  and  North  Midland  Railway 
Company  v.  Hudson.         Page  485 

4.  The  chairman  of  a  railway  com- 
pany allotted  a  number  of  the  un- 
appropriated shares  to  his  nomi- 
nees ;  they  were  sold  at  a  pre- 
mium, and  the  produce  received 
by  him.  Held,  that  as  trustee,  he 
was  bound  to  the  company  for  the 
profit  made.  Ibid. 

5.  The  chairman  of  a  railway  com- 
pany appropriated  various  unal- 
lotted shares  to  the  use  of  various 
persons,  whose  names  he  did  not 
mention,  in  order  to  secure  or  re- 
ward services  which  he  declined 
to  state,  but  which  it  was  insi- 
nuated was  in  the  nature  of  "secret 
service  money."    Held,  that  if  the 


Defendant  had  applied  the  pro- 
perty of  the  company  in  a  manner 
which  would  not  bear  the  light,  he 
roust  suffer  the  consequences ;  and 
that  being  charged  with  the  receipt 
of  the  money,  he  could  not  dis- 
charge himself  by  the  suggestion 
of  such  an  application.  York  and 
North  Midland  Railway  Company 
V.  Hudson.  Page  485 

6.  As  to  the  power  of  a  majority  of 
shareholders  at  a  public  meeting 
to  dispose  of  the  funds  of  a  com- 
pany so  as  to  bind  absent  share- 
holders, or  even  a  minority.   /6u/. 

495 

7.  When  shares  are  left  at  the  dis- 
posal of  directors,  they  cannot,  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  derive  any 
personal  advantage  from  their  dis- 
posal. Ibid.  496 
See  Lease,  2. 

REAL    AND    PERSONAL 

ESTATE. 

See  Exoneration. 

REDEMPTION. 
Judgment  creditors  are  not  allowed 
successive  periods  of  three  months 
for  redemption.    Bates  v.  Hillcoat. 

139 
See  Mortgage,  2. 

RELATOR. 

See  Attorney-General. 

RELEASE. 
See  Creditors'  Deed. 

REMOTENESS. 
1.  Bequest  to  A.  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  such  of  his  children  as 
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should  live  to  attain  twenty-five, 
equally,  with  an  imperative  direc- 
tion, that  the  interest  thereof, 
while  any  person  presumptively 
entitled  should  be  under  twenty- 
five,  should  be  applied  for  bis 
maintenance,  and  a  discretionary 
power  of  advancement.  Held 
void  for  remoteness.  Southern  v. 
JVollaston.  Page  166 

2.  The  marginal  note  of  The  Mar- 
quis of  Bute  V.  Harman,  9  Beav. 
320,  is  incorrect,  the  bequest  hav- 
ing been  held  void  for  remoteness. 
Ibid. 

3.  A  gift  of  a  legacy  to  A.  for  life, 
and  afterwards  to  pay  and  divide 
it  amongst  all  his  children  who 
shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five, 
is  not  too  remote,  if,  by  the  death 
of  A,  at  such  a  time  before  the 
testator,  all  the  children  must  ne- 
cessarily attain  twenty-five  within 
twenty-one  years  after  the  testa- 
tor's death.     lind.  276 

4.  The  doctrine  laid  down  in  Leake 
V.  Robinson  as  to  remoteness  ap- 
plies to  real  as  well  as  to  personal 
estate.    Walker  v.  Mower,        365 

5.  A  testatrix  appointed  a  trust  fund 
to  two  trustees,  in  trust  to  pay  the 
dividends  to  A.  for  life,  and  after 
his  decease,  she  gave  the  dividends 
to  two  others,  B.  and  C,  for  life; 
and  after  the  decease  of  the  survi- 
vor, she  gave,  bequeathed,  willed 
and  directed  the  principal  to  be 
divided  into  two  parts,  and  one  of 
them  to  be  "  transferred  or  paid" 
to  the  children  of  those  two  per- 
sons respectively  at   the  age  of 


twenty-five  years.  Held,  that  the 
gift  to  the  children  was  void  for 
remoteness.  Chance  v.  Chance. 

Page  572 

REPLICATION. 

See  Disclaimer,  2,  3, 4,  5. 

RESCINDING  CONTRACT. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  12. 

REVERSIONARY  INTEREST. 
See  Husband  and  Wife,  1^  2. 

REVIVOR. 
See  Abatement. 
Bankrupt. 
Supplement. 

REVOCATION. 

1.  A  testamentary  paper  relating  to 
real  estate  alone,  commencing, 
"  This  is  the  last  will  and  testa- 
ment of  me  relating  to  all  my  real 
estate  whatsoever."  Held  totally 
to  revoke  a  prior  will.  Plenty  v. 
West.  173 

2.  A  testator  appointed  his  wife  sole 
executrix,  and  he  made  her  and 
A.  trustees.  By  a  codicil  he  re- 
voked the  appointment  of  bis  wife 
as  executrix,  on  the  ground  that 
'*  the  duties  were  too  arduous  for 
a  lady,"  and  he  appointed  ^.,  B, 
and  C.  "  executors  in  trust  of  his 
will."  By  another  codicil,  he  re- 
ferred to  his  having  revoked  the 
executorship,  and  to  having  ap- 
pointed^., B.  and  C.  executors. 
Held,  that  the  revocation  was  con- 
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fined  to  the  office  of  executrix 
only.    Qrakmn  v.  Graham. 

Page  550 

ROMILLY'S  (SIR  SAMUEL) 

ACT. 

See  Charity,  1,  5,  6. 


SALE. 
The  55th  section  of  the  statute  15  & 
1 6  Vkt.  c.  86,  is  applicable  only 
to  cases  in  which,  for  the  protec- 
tion of  property  or  other  like 
cause,  it  is  necessary  to  apply  to 
the  Court  for  a  sale,  and  it  was  not 
intended  to  enable  parties,  in  a 
contested  suit,  to  obtain,  upon  an 
interlocutory  application  before 
the  hearing,  a  decision  upon  the 
questions  in  contest.  Prince  v.  Coo- 
per.  546 

See  Charity,  1. 
Mortgage,  5,  6. 

SCHOOL. 

An  academy  for  the  education  of 
English  Presbyterians  was  esta- 
blished at  Warrington^  and  was 
governed  by  a  body  of  trustees, 
who  afterwards  deemed  it  expe- 
dient to  remove  it  to  Manchester y 
thence  to  York,  and  back  again  to 
Manchester.  There  was  no  trust 
deed  or  document  declaring  the 
original  objects  of  the  charity,  but 
it  was  stated  in  a  resolution  of  the 
trustees  to  be  for  the  benefit  of 
that  part  of  the  kingdom  which 
was  totally  deficient  in  academies. 
The  trustees  having  presented  a 


petition  asking  to  have  the  aca- 
demy removed  to  London^  held 
that  the  trustees  had  power  so  to 
remove  it :  that  the  object  of  the 
charity  was  to  afford  education  to 
students  for  the  ministry  and 
others :  and  that  its  locality  was  a 
secondary  consideration,  and  look- 
ed upon  only  as  a  means  to  an  end. 
In  re  Manchester  New  College, 

Page  610 
See  Mortmain. 

SCOTCH  CORPORATION. 

See  Administration,  1. 
Notice  of  Motion. 

SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 

1.  A  Plaintiff  went  abroad,  pending 
a  suit,  under  circumstances  of  sus- 
picion. Upon  his  failing  to  show 
that  his  residence  there  was  tem- 
porary, he  was  ordered  to  give 
security  for  costs.  Blaheney  v. 
Dufaur.  292 

2.  A.  B.  was  ordered  to  be  substi- 
tuted for  C.  D.  (made  a  Defendant) 
as  the  next  friend  of  the  Plaintiff, 
and  C.  D.  was  ordered  to  give  se- 
curity for  costs  up  to  that  time. 
Held,  that  the  proper  security  was 
the  bond  of  C.  D,  and  of  a  respon- 
sible surety.  Payne  v.  Little.    5^^ 

3.  An  objection  as  to  the  nature  and 
amount  of  the  security  for  costs 
required  by  the  Master,  held  to  be 
properly  taken  by  motion  and  not 
by  exception.    Ibid. 

SEPARATE  ESTATE. 

See  Debtor  and  Creditor. 
Husband  and  Wipb. 
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SEPARATION  DEED. 

1 .  Courts  of  Equity^  recognizing  the 
validity  of  separation  deeds,  will 
enforce  them.    Sanders  v.  Rodway. 

Page  207 

2.  By  a  separation  deed,  a  husband 
covenanted  with  his  wife's  father, 
that  his  wife,  during  her  life,  might 
live  separate  from  him,  that  he 
would  not  sue  her  in  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Court  for  living  separate ; 
that  he  would  not  molest,  &c.  her, 
nor  claim  any  of  her  property; 
and  her  father  covenanted  with  the 
husband  to  maintain  her  and  in- 
demnify him.  Upon  an  infraction 
of  the  covenant,  by  the  husband 
molesting  his  wife,  be  was  re- 
strained by  injunction.    Ibid, 

SERVICE  (PERSONAL). 
See  FouE-DAY  Order. 

SET-OFF. 

Equitable  right  of  set-ofT  enforced 
after  a  judgment  at  law.  Smith  v. 
Parkes.  115 

SETTING  ASIDE. 
See  Deed,  3. 

SETTLEMENT. 
A  feme  sole,  in  contemplation  of  a 
marriage  with  7.,  vested  personal 
property  in  trustees,  upon  trust 
for  the  sole  benefit  of  herself,  her 
executors,  &c»,  until  her  mar- 
riage (if  any),  with  subsequent 
trusts  for  her  issue.  She  never 
married  T.,  but  before  her  mar- 
riage with  M,  the  trustees  handed 
over  to  her  a  part  of  the  fund. 
Held,  that  the  settlement  was  irre- 


vocable; that  she  luid  no  power 
of  absolute  disposition  until  mar- 
riage ;  that  the  trusts  were  to  arise 
on  any  marriage ;  and  that  the  trus- 
tees had  committed  a  breach  of 
trust  for  which  they  were  answer- 
able. McDonnell  v.  Hesilrige. 

Page  346 
See  Deed,  3. 

Husband  and  Wife,  2. 

Voluntary  Settlement. 

SHAREHOLDERS. 
See  Contributory. 
Railway,  6. 

SHARES. 
See  Banking  Company. 

SLEIR  (SCOTCH). 
See  Election. 

SOLICITOR. 
A  solicitor  having  changed  his  name, 
a  corresponding  variation  was  or- 
dered to  be  made  on  the  roll  of 
solicitors.  Re  Matthews.  245 
See  Four-day  Order. 
Taxation,  6,  7. 

SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT. 
A  country  solicitor  who  is  autho- 
rized to  institute  a  suit,  is  justi- 
fied in  employing  a  London  agent 
for  that  purpose,  in  whose  name, 
as  agent,  the  bill  may  be  filed. 
Solley  V.  Wood.  870 

See  Costs,  2. 

Taxation,  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  8. 

SPECIFIC  LEGACY. 
See  Dimonstaativb  Legacy. 
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SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 
See  Lease,  1. 
Partition,  1. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1, 2, 
3,  4,  5,  6. 

STATUTE. 
27  Elix.  c.  4. 

See  Voluntary  Settlement,  8. 
52  Geo.  8,  c.  101. 

See  Charity,  1,5,6. 
59  Geo.  3,  c.  12,  s.  17. 

See  Parish. 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  8.  28. 

See  Statute  of  Limitations. 
1  Ftct.  c.  26. 
See  Leaseholds. 
Power,  6. 
Will,  5. 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110. 

See  Insolvent  Act. 
6  &  7  rtct.  c.  73. 

See  Taxation,  4,  6,  8. 
8  &  9  Ttc^c.  18. 
See  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 

Act. 
10&  11  VicLc.  96. 

See  Trustee  Relief  Act. 
15  &  16  Vict.c.  86. 
See  Appearance. 
Income,  2. 
Injunction,  4,  5. 
Injunction  (common). 
Parties,  3,  4. 
Children,  2. 

STATUTE  OF  DISTRIBU- 
TIONS. 
See  Heir. 

STATUTE   OF  LIMITATIONS. 

A  mortgagee,  after  being  in  posses- 
sion more  than  twenty  years  without 


account  or  acknowledgment,  wrote 
to  the  plaintifTs  solicitor,  —  "I 
have  received  yours  of  the  2nd 
instant;  I  do  not  see  the  use  of 
meeting  either  here  or  at  A/.,  un- 
less some  one  is  ready  with  the 
money  to  pay  me  off."  Held,  that 
this  was  a  sufficient  acknowledg- 
ment to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute  3  &  4  JVill.  4,  c.  27,  s.  28. 
Stansfield  v.  Hobson.        Page  236 

STOCK. 
See  Usury* 

SUBSTITUTED  SERVICE. 
A  Defendant,  resident  out  of  the 
jurisdiction,  had  given  a  general 
power  of  attorney  to  a  solicitor  to 
act  for  him.  The  Court  ordered 
substituted  service  on  the  solicitor 
of  an  order  to  revive,  and  there- 
upon gave  the  Plaintiff  leave  to 
enter  an  appearance,  and  made  a 
general  order  that  service  of  all 
proceedings  on  the  solicitor  should 
be  good  service.  Forster  v.  Men- 
zies,  568 

SUBSTITUTION. 
1.  Bequest  (in  effect)  to  A,  for  life, 
and  in  default  of  her  appointment, 
equally  amongst  **  her  sisters,  or 
their  children,  living  at  her  de- 
cease." Held,  first,  that  the  chil- 
dren took  by  substitution,  and 
therefore,  that  the  children  of  a 
sister  who  was  dead  at  the  date  of 
the  will  could  not  take ;  and,  se- 
condly, that  such  of  the  children 
as  were  entitled  took  **pc7-  stirpes." 
Consreve  v.  Palmer.  435 
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2.  Distinction  between  a  gifl  to  se- 
veral, with  remainder  to  their  chil- 
dren,  and  one  to  several,  with  a 
substitutionary  gift  to  their  chil- 
dren, in  respect  to  the  children 
taking  "per  stirpes"  or  "per  capita.** 
Ibid.     Congreve  v.  Palmer. 

Page  435 
See  Heir. 

SUBSTITUTIONAL  GIFT. 

1.  Distinction  between  a  substitu- 
tional gift  after  a  bequest  to  per- 
sons as  a  class,  and  one  following 
a  gift  to  individuals  nominatim.  he 
v.  King.  46 

2.  Bequest  to  A.  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  B.f  C.  and  D.,  with  a 
substitutional  gift  of  their  "re- 
spective shares,"  in  case  of  the 
death  of  any  of  them.  Held,  that 
B.,  C  and  D.  took  as  tenants  in 
common.     Ibid. 

SUPPLEMENT. 
On  the  death  of  an  official  assignee 
(a  Defendant),  a  supplemental 
order,  substituting  his  successor, 
must  be  obtained  as  of  course,  and 
on  a  simple  allegation  unsupported 
by  affidavit.  Gordon  Y.Jesson.  440 
See  Abatement. 

Appearance. 

Bankrupt. 

SUPPRESSION. 

See  Injunction,  2,  3. 

SURVIVORSHIP. 
1.  Bequest  to  J.  for  life,  and,  "at 
her  decease,  to  her  surviving  chil- 
dren," when   they  have   attained 


twenty-one.  Held,  that  the  sur- 
vivorship had  reference  to  the 
death  of  i^.,  and  that  those  children 
only  who  survived  her  were  enti- 
tled.    Huffam  V.  Hubbard.       579 

2.  The  case  of  Cripps  v.  Wolcott  (4 
Mad.  11)  is  a  decision  binding  on 
this  Court.     McDonald  v.  Bryce. 

Page  581 

3.  Bequest  of  residue  to  Robert, 
the  eldest  son  of  Peter ,  upon  his 
coming  of  age ;  failing  him,  to  the 
next  male  child  of  Peter  who  shall 
attain  twenty-one ;  and  failing  the 
male  children  of  Peter ^  to  seven 
legatees  (named),  and  the  survivors 
and  survivor  of  them.  Robert  died 
an  infant,  and  Peter  survived  all 
the  residuary  legatees,  and  had  no 
other  child.  Held,  that  the  sur- 
vivorship had  reference  to  the 
death  oi  Peter ^  that  the  gift  failed, 
and  that  the  residue  belonged  to 
the  testator's  next  of  kin.     Ibid. 


TAXATION. 

1.  Held,  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
that  after  judgment  by  default,  in 
an  action  of  debt  for  a  solicitor's 
bill,  in  which  the  amount  had  not 
been  ascertained,  a  taxation  may 
be  ordered,  upon  sufficient  "  spe- 
cial circumstances."  But  held,  on 
appeal,  by  Lord  Cranworth^  that 
there  could  be  no  taxation  under 
the  statute  after  final  judgment; 
Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce,  how- 
ever, expressing  no  opinion  on  the 
point.     Re  Barnard,  5 

2.  Held,   secondly,   by  Lord  Cran^ 


but,    under    the  SOih  section,    or  two  peri 

third  party  interested  clause,  the  for  taxa 

application  is  special.     Re  Slra-  of  the  c 

ford.                                            27  as  of  co 

4.  \Vhere  a  married  woman  employs 

a  solicitor  and  makes  her  separate  T£> 

estate   liable,  she  is,  though  not  A  legacy  ^ 

personally  liable,  a  **  party  charge-  tions,  •* 

able**  within  the   meaning  of  the  of  the 

37th  section  of  the  6  &   7  yict.  tenant  f< 

c.  73.    Waughv,WaddelL        521  absolute 

5.  Pending  a  reference  for  the  taxa- 
tion of  a  solicitor's  bill  against  a  See  Bre. 
married  woman,  the  solicitor  can-  Pow 
not  maintain  a  suit  to  enforce  a 

lien  for  his  bill  of  costs   on  her  TKNA 

separate  estate.     Ibid.    .  S> 

6.  On  the  day  appointt  d  for  paying 
off  a  mortgage,  the  solicitor  of  the 
mortgagee  refused  to  part  with  the  See  Mori 
title  deeds  until  payment  of  his 

bill  of  18/.,  which  had  been  deli-  THl 

vered  two  days  previously.   It  was  1.  A  testat 

paid  under  protest.     The   Court  queathec 

refused  a  taxation,  no  pressing  ne-  in  trust 

cessity  for  the  title  deeds  appear-  of  A.  E 

ing,  and  no  items  of  overcharge  one,  anc 

being  distinctly  shown.    Re  Finch,  daughtei 
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and  to  the  accumulations  accrued 
down  to  1827,  together  with  sim- 
ple interest  thereon  from  that  time 
to  the  day  of  payment  in  1852. 
Bryan  v.  Collins.  Page  14 

2.  By  operation  of  law,  an  accumu- 
lation for  more  than  twenty-one 
years  may  legally  take  place*   Ibid, 

17 

TIME  TO  ANSWER. 
See  Plea. 

TIME,  OF  THE  ESSENCE  OF, 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  7. 

TIME  THE  ESSENCE  OF 

CONTRACT. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  2,  3, 

4,5. 

TITLE. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  8,  11« 

TITLE,  ACCEPTANCE  OF. 
A  purchaser  haring  retained  the  ab- 
stract for  five  months^  made  no 
objections  to  the  title,  but  simply 
required  the  vendor  to  verify  the 
abstract  with  the  title-deeds.  Held, 
that  he  must  be  deemed  to  have 
accepted  the  title,  Pegg  v.  IVis- 
den,  2d9 

TRANSFER. 
See  Banking  Company. 

TRUST. 
See  Mortgage,  5,  6. 
Power,  7,  8,  9. 
Settlement. 


TRUSTEE. 

1.  In  appointing  new  trustees,  the 
Court  is  not  limited  to  the  number 
originally  nominated.  Pleniy  v. 
West.  Page  356 

2.  The  appointment  of  anew  trustee 
under  a  power,  pending  a  suit  for 
administration,  is  not  necessarily 
invalid.  Graham  v.  Graham,  550 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  1,  2. 

Interest,  1,  2. 
Partition,  2. 
Payment  into  Court. 
Power,  2,  3,  5,  7,  8,  9. 
Railway,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7* 
Revocation!  2. 

TRUSTEE  ACT. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  9. 

TRUSTEE  AND  CESTUI  QUE 

TRUST. 

See  Parties,  2. 

TRUSTEE  RELIEF  ACT. 
Trust  monies  being  paid  into  Court 
under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act, 
Held,  that  the  costs  of  an  applica- 
tion for  payment  of  the  income  to 
the  tenant  for  life  ought  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  corpus.  In  re  Fields 
Trust.  146 


ULTRA  VIRES. 
See  Railway,  1,  6. 

UNIFORMITY  OF  DECISION. 

Observations  as  to  the  necessity  of 
preserving  an  uniformity  of  deci- 
sion in  the  different  courts.  Par- 
kin V.  Thorold.  59 


to  A,  engaging  to  replace  the 
6,000/.  in  the  three  per  cents.  In 
1822,  B.  admitted  his  obligation 
to  restore  to  A,  the  stock  sold  out. 
The  Court,  in  1852,  considering 
that  the  contract  was  for  restoring 
the  stocky  and  that  A.  had  not  the 
option  of  taking  stock  or  money, 
held  that  the  contract  was  not 
usurious.  Goddard  v.  Lethbridge, 
Page  529 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  Property,  sold  as  copyhold,  turned 
out  to  be  partly  freehold.  Held, 
that  the  vendor  could  not  compel 
a  specific  porformance,  and  that 
special  conditions,  providing  that 
errors  in  the  description  should 
not  invalidate  the  sale,  and  for 
a  compensation,  did  not  alter  the 
case.     Ayles  v.  Cox,  23 

2.  The  time  specified  for  the  delivery 
of  the  abstract,  held,  in  equity,  not 
to  be  of  the  essence  of  the  con- 
tract.    Roberts  v.  Berry,  31 

S.  On  a  sale  on  the  22nd  July,  the 

nnnrlitinna   nrnviHprl     thnt    fhp    nh- 


lor  spe 
ruled  I 
and  L< 
Berry. 

4.  In  equ 
the  con 
as  at  li 
contrac 
by  dire 
implicai 

5.  Thougi 
essentia 
either  i 
on  its 
reasona 

6.  A  resi( 
sold.  ] 
no  title 
a  quartc 
house  a 
that  it 
for  com] 
title  cou 
V.  Ede, 

7.  Atenar 
clause  al 
by  givin 
gave  the 
veara.   a 
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completed  within  six  weeks,  he 
should  treat  the  notice  as  void  and 
the  right  of  purchasing  as  forfeited. 
The  purchase  was  not  completed 
within  the  six  weeks.  Held,  first, 
that  though  a  conditional  right  to 
purchase  must  be  strictly  complied 
with,  yet  time  was  not  in  this  case 
of  the  essence  of  the  contract; 
secondly,  that  if  it  had  been,  it  was 
waived  by  the  landlord's  insisting 
on  the  contract  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  three  months ;  thirdly, 
that  time  was  not  made  of  the 
essence  of  the  contract  by  the 
notice;  and,  fourthly,  that  six 
weeks  was  not,  under  the  circum- 
stances, a  reasonable  time,  t^egg 
V.  WUden.  Page  239 

8.  Costs  to  which  a  purchaser  under 
the  Court  is  entitled,  on  its  being 
found  that  a  good  title  cannot  be 
made.     Perkins  v.  Ede,  268 

9.  A  vendor  agreed  to  surrender 
or  procure  some  person  to  sur- 
render, and  the  costs  of  the  sur- 
render were  to  be  paid  by  the 
purchaser.  It  was  found  necessary 
to  procure  a  surrender  under  the 
Trustee  Act.  Held,  that  the  costs 
of  the  proceedings  ought  to  be 
paid  by  the  vendor.  Bradley  y. 
Munton.  294 

10.  A  purchaser  under  an  order  in 
lunacy  paid  his  purchase  money, 
in  the  manner  directed  by  the 
Lords  Commissioners  in  Lunacy, 
disregarding  a  charge  of  the  Plain- 
tiff and  a  suit  to  enforce  it,  of 
which  he  had  notice.  The  amount 
was  principally  applied  in  payment 
of  the   costs  of  the  receiver  in 


lunacy  relating  to  the  sale,  &c. 
Upon  a  bill  by  the  Plaintiff  to 
make  the  purchaser  liable  for  not 
seeing  to  the  due  application  of 
the  purchase-money,  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  considered  himself 
bound  by  the  order  in  lunacy,  and 
as  having  no  jurisdiction  to  alter 
it,  retained  the  bill,  with  liberty  to 
the  Plaintiff  to  apply  in  lunacy  for 
the  discharge  or  variation  of  the 
order.  Norris  v.  Lord  Dudley 
Stuart.  Page  S59 

11.  A.B,  died  in  1831,  intestate  and 
without  heirs,  having  mortgaged 
his  estate  in  fee.  Held,  that  the 
mortgagee  could  not,  in  1852,  make 
a  good  title  to  the  fee;  for,  al- 
though he  took  the  equity  of  re- 
demption as  against  the  Crown, 
yet  he  held  it  subject  to  A.  B.'a 
debts,  and  there  was  no  proof  of 
their  having  been  satisfied.  Beale 
V.  Symonds.  406 

12.  After  decree  against  a  purchaser 
for  specific  performance,  the  De- 
fendant made  default  in  payment 
of  the  purchase-money.  Held, 
that  the  vendor  was  entitled  to 
rescind  the  contract.  Foligno  v. 
Martin.  586 

See  Conveyance. 
Lien. 

Opening  Biddings. 
Pre-emption. 
Title,  Acceptance  of. 

VOLUNTARY  SETTLEMENT. 

1.  Doctrine  of  the  Court  as  to  volun- 
tary and  incomplete  settlements. 
Bridge  v.  Bridge.  315 


of  a  volunteer,  equity  will  compel  ferred  t 

the  execution  of  the  trust ;  but  if  B.j  but 

he  merely  assigns  the  stock  and  bonds, 

makes  no  transfer*  the  Court  will  there  hi 

afford  him  no  assistance.     Ibid.  acceptai 

4.  If  the  beneficial  owner  of  stock  trustees 
standing  in  the  name  of  trustees  whom  tl 
assign  it  in  favour  of  a  volunteer,  the  real 
and  notice  is  given  to  the  trustees,  having  ] 
who  act  upon  it,  equity  will  enforce 

the   performance   of  the  trust  in  8.  A    poi 

favour  of  the  volunteer.    Ibid.  wife's  ei 

5.  When  the  owner  of  property,  to  the  v 
vested  in  A.  and  B.  as  trustees,  life,  wit 
purported  to  assign  it  to  himself  with  rer 
and  others,  in  trust  for  volunteers,  life,  wit] 
but  no  legal  transfer  was  made,  or  &c.,  is  i 
recognition  of  the  trust  by  J,  and  sequent 
B,,  held,  that  the  relation  of  trus-  band  an 
tee  and  cestui  que  trust  had  not  been  tlement 
created  in  favour  of  such  volun-  modifici 
teers.     Ibid.  his  life  < 

6.  Voluntary  settlement  of  an  equit-  the  wife 
able  interest   in  real  estate  held  a  good  i 
ineffectual,   the  legal   estate    not  Hewisot 
having  passed  to  the  trustees  there- 
of.   Ibid. 

7.  The    Plaintiff  being  entitled  to 
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WILL. 

1 .  Bequest  to  A,  during  widowhood, 
and  immediately  after  her  death  or 
second  marriage,  whichever  event 
should  first  happen,  to  trustees  to 
sell  and  divide  between  several 
persons  named,  or  such  of  them  as 
should  be  living  at  the  death  of  A* 

A.  married  again.  Held,  that  the 
property  thereupon  became  im- 
mediately distributable.  Bain- 
bridge  v.  Cream.  Page  25 

2.  A  testator  bequeathed  his  residue 
to  his  nieces  A,  and  B,j  and  he 
then  confined  the  gifl  to  A*  and 

B,  and  their  children,  without  com- 
prehending their  husbands  unless 
his  nieces  should  die  without  issue. 
Held,  that  A,  and  B.  took  for  their 
separate  use  for  life,  with  remain- 
der to  their  children,  and  that  in 
default,  the  nieces  took  absolutely. 
Dawson  v.  Bourne,  29 

d.  Bequest  to  A,  for  life,  and  after- 
wards equally  between  a  number 
of  persons  by  name,  and  in  case 
of  the  death  of  any  of  them  before 
A,^  their  respective  shares  to  go 
to  their  respective  children,  and 
in  failure  of  children  to  the  sur- 
vivors. The  following  points  were 
decided  as  to  the  several  original 
legatees  :  —  First,  Ann  was  de- 
ceased at  the  date  of  the  will : 
Held  nevertheless,  that  her  child- 
ren took  by  substitution.  Se- 
condly^ William  was  living  at  the 
date  of  the  will,  but  he  died  before 
the  testator.  Held,  also,  that  his 
children  took  his  share,  and  that 
the  class  was  to  be  ascertained  at 
the  death  of  the  testator.  Thirdly, 


Thomas  survived  the  testator  and 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  widow. 
■Held  that  his  children  took,  but 
were  to  be  ascertained  at  Thomas's 
death.  Fourthly,  it  was  held,  that 
to  entitle  a  child  to  take,  it  was 
not  necessary  that  he  should  sur- 
vive the  tenant  for  life.  Fiflhly, 
Charles  died  without  issue.  Held, 
that  the  survivors  were  to  be  as- 
certained at  his  death,  and  not  at 
the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life. 
he  V.  King*  Page  46 

4.  A  residue  was  given  to  the  wife 
for  life^  and  afterwards  in  separate 
moieties  to  different  persons.  One 
moiety  was  given  over  ''  in  case 
of  the  death  of  any  or  either  of 
them  before  my  said  nife"  and  the 
other  '*  in  case  of  the  death  of  any 
or  either  of  them/'  without  speci- 
fying any  period.  Held,  under 
the  circumstances,  that  the  gifl 
over  in  both  cases  was  to  be  con- 
strued on  death  "  before  my  said 
mifer    Ibid. 

5.  A  testator  led  four  testamentary 
instruments,  duly  executed.  Afler 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court  had  held 
that  the  second  and  third  alone 
were  valid  as  to  the  personal  es- 
tate, this  Court,  on  the  certificate 
of  the  Common  Pleas,  decided, 
that  as  to  the  real  estate,  the  last 
instrument  alone  constituted  the 
last  will.     Plenty  y.  West        173 

6.  Bequest  of  leaseholds,  upon  trust 
to  assign  unto  all  the  children  of 
A.  B.  on  their  respectively  at- 
taining twenty-one,  and  if  one 
child,  to  assign  to  such  child 
(omitting  on  attaining  twenty-one). 
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An  only  child,  who  died  an  in- 
fant, was  held  to  take  a  vested 
interest.     Walker  v.  Mower. 

Page  365 
7.  Trust  funds  were  limited  to  a 
married  woman  absolutely  if  she 
survived  her  husband,  but,  if  she 
pre-deceased  him,  she  was  to  have 
a  general  power  of  appointment 
by  will.  The  wife  survived  her 
husband.  Held,  that  the  power 
had  not  arisen,  and  that  therefore 
her  will,  made  during  the  cover- 
ture, was  inoperative.   Trimtnell  v. 


Fell. 

See  Absolute  Interest. 

Charge  of  Debts. 

Children. 

Codicil. 

Contributory. 

Demonstrative  Legacy. 


537 


See  Devise. 
Election. 
Exoneration. 
Extrinsic  Evidence. 
Funded  Property. 
Gift  Over. 
Heir. 
Income. 
Leaseholds. 
Legatee. 
Next  of  Kin. 
Per  Capita. 
Power,  6. 

Remoteness,  1,  2,  d,  4. 
Revocation,  1. 
Substitution. 
Substitutional  Gift. 
Survivorship. 
Tenant  for  Life. 
Thellusson  Act. 
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